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ABSTRACT 
 
The research explored the issues of organisational learning in the context of a 
regional, multi-sector university, the former University of Ballarat, during the 
development and implementation of the federal government’s mission-based 
compacts initiative during 2011-2013. Mission-based compacts were an initiative by 
the then federal government to create a relatively new agreement regarding each 
university’s mission, strategic objectives and funding over a three year period. The 
study sought to take advantage of being timed to coincide with the early stages of the 
development and implementation of the compact initiative. 
 
The purpose of the research, and its contribution to knowledge, was the theoretical 
elaboration of the concepts and relationships involved in the nexus between 
organisational learning and mission-based compacts. A qualitative methodology 
based on a modified form of grounded theory was used.  The research method 
proceeded in three phases over 2011-2013 with the findings of each phase informing 
the nature and direction of the subsequent phase.  
 
Phase one consisted of initial interviews of key staff at the University of Ballarat prior 
to the publication of the compacts, which occurred in May, 2012. Phase two 
consisted of a second round of interviews with a slightly different range of UB staff, 
associates and the original architect of the compact initiative. Phase two included the 
analysis of the published compacts of five universities: University of Ballarat, 
University of Melbourne, Swinburne University of Technology, CQUniversity and the 
Australian National University. Phase three consisted of written responses to key 
questions which arose from phases 1 and 2.  
 
The research led to the development of two new conceptual models. Model 1, 
Institutional organisational learning, clarified the nature and operation of 
organisational learning at the institutional level. Model 2, Organisational learning in 
the university sector in Australia, clarified the nature of the interaction between the 
individual institution and the university sector.   
 
Future research could extend the application of the two models across a range of 
universities in Australia. Such a framework would be useful to the university sector in 
Australia. 
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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
Between the idea 
And the reality… 
Between the conception 
And the creation… 
Falls the shadow.  
 
From ‘The Hollow Men’, T.S. Eliot (1974). p.92   
 
By any reckoning universities are unusual institutions.  
Marginson and Considine (2000). p.1 
 
Chapter Overview 
 
Chapter 1 introduces the context and focus of the research on mission-based compacts and 
organisational learning. The research questions, research approach, study design and the 
position of the researcher in the study are introduced. The chapter concludes with a brief 
description of the thesis structure and a chapter summary.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.1     Introduction 
 
The research explored the issues surrounding the implementation of the federal 
government’s ‘mission-based compact’ (‘the compact’ or ‘MBC’) initiative at the University of 
Ballarat (UB or ‘the university’) from October, 2011 to February, 2013. Of particular interest 
were the ways and extent to which the university used organisational learning to develop its 
mission-based compact.  
 
The main reason for researching organisational learning in relation to the compact was the 
resonance of the possible meanings and opportunities regarding staff and stakeholder 
engagement implicit in the term ‘mission-based compact’. The term ‘mission’ connotes a 
sense of deep and personal engagement by stakeholders, including staff. The term 
‘compact’ connotes a sense of commitment by stakeholders beyond that associated with the 
normative processes of strategic planning and its identification of organisational objectives.  
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As Daft (2013) suggests, the term mission ‘describes the organization’s shared values and 
beliefs and its reason for being’ (p.56). Such concepts as ‘values’ and ‘beliefs’ strike a 
deeper chord than the usual quantitative measures of key performance indicators in setting 
strategic objectives. That these values and beliefs should be shared, which is explicit in 
Daft’s (2013) definition of mission, is inherent in the term ‘compact’. As one of the key 
documents regarding the background of the compact initiative in Australia suggests, 
compacts: 
 
…define shared goals and buy-in to responsibility for achieving them. The compacts 
define mutually accountable relationships and they require developing shared 
understandings, respect, trust and mutual influence. (Go8, 2008b, p.5)  
 
The mission-based compact was intended to be a mutually accountable relationship 
between the government and the university based on trust and shared understanding.  
 
The sense of the compact being more than a contract-like arrangement was reflected early 
in the research. As one of the phase 1 participants said:  
 
When it (the MBC) first came out it seemed like a very strange term. I remember 
thinking “what on earth is a compact? And what are they actually inferring?” (It was) 
like some sort of very… it was almost like a false warmth about it, like this is a warm 
and agreeable understanding. It’s not a contract, you know, that we all sign off, it’s a 
compact so that there’s an emotional dimension to this that struck me.   
(Participant AMC-A, p.4)  
 
Given the nature of the terms ‘mission’ and ‘compact’ briefly outlined above, it was thought 
that the mission-based compact would provide a fruitful and timely opportunity for deep 
stakeholder engagement with the university’s staff, and others, to develop a meaningful 
compact. The lens of organisational learning was considered to be the most effective and 
interesting way to explore the issues of the development and implementation of the compact 
because it so clearly rests on deep stakeholder engagement. An intention with such rich and 
deep possibilities merited further investigation. 
 
Many issues arose during the study, not least of which were: the need to have meaningful 
definitions of the key terms such as ‘mission’, ‘compact’, ‘organisational learning’ and others; 
a sense of the historical and operational contexts of the compacts; an elaboration of the 
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meaning and practice of ‘organisational learning’; and an appreciation of the many factors 
that came to influence the course of the compacts process from concept to implementation.  
 
The compacts have been the subject of many twists and turns as they have been developed 
and implemented and the thesis will unravel the many strands as it proceeds. As an 
advanced preview, it is not prejudicial to the thesis to acknowledge that the compacts as 
implemented in 2011-13 were a far cry from the compacts as proposed in the ALP White 
Paper of 2006, titled ‘Australia’s universities: Building our future in the world. A white paper 
on higher education, research and innovation’ (Macklin, 2006) or the Group of Eight 
‘Backgrounder 6’ (Go8, 2008b) papers. Hence the brief quote from ‘The Hollow Men’ (Eliot, 
1974) above: there has been quite a gap between the ideal proposal and the reality of 
mission-based compacts.  
 
1.2     Focus of the study 
 
The focus of the study was threefold: first, on the nature, intention and implementation of the 
compact process as originally conceived and then implemented; second, on the perceptions 
of key staff at the University of Ballarat in relation to their experience with, and interpretation 
of UB’s compact; and third, on a comparison between UB’s published compact and the 
published compacts of four other universities.  
 
These three strands of the study’s focus enabled an exploration of the meanings and 
interpretations of compacts at one study site, the University of Ballarat, in the context of a 
much larger implementation across the university sector in Australia as administered by what 
were, at the time, two federal government departments. The two government departments at 
the time were the Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations 
(DEEWR) and the Department of Innovation, Industry, Science and Research (DIISR). 
During the Interim Compact period (2010) and in the early stages of the full compact (2011-
13) DEEWR had responsibility for the teaching and learning component of universities and 
DIISR for the research, research training and innovation components of universities. From 
late 2011 the merged Department of Industry, Innovation, Science, Research and Tertiary 
Education (DIISRTE) took carriage of the compacts.    
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The primary research question was: 
 
1. In what ways, and to what extent, did the University of Ballarat (UB) engage in 
organisational learning in relation to the development and implementation of its 
mission-based compact? 
 
Secondary research questions were: 
 
2. What are the generic components of organisational learning and compacts at UB? 
 
3. How, and to what extent, did organisational learning occur at UB? 
 
4. How could organisational learning be improved by the implementation of sector-wide 
innovation like mission-based compacts? 
 
While reference is made to the nature of the relationship between the government and 
Australian universities, the environment of the university sector and strategic planning, an 
examination of these issues in depth was beyond the scope of the research.  
 
1.3     Introduction to compacts and organisational learning 
 
While later chapters pursue the two key concepts of the compacts and organisational 
learning in detail, this section provides an initial overview to enable the reader to grasp the 
key points of the research.  
 
Mission-based compacts: an overview.  
 
The government’s template for the compact stated that the compact’s purpose was to do a 
number of things, namely: 
- To provide a strategic framework for the relationship between the Commonwealth 
and the university;  
- To set out how the university’s mission aligned with the Commonwealth’s goals for 
higher education, research, research training and innovation; 
- To contribute to a transparent and accountable system of administration for 
Commonwealth funding;  
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- That the Commonwealth and the university shared a commitment to high quality 
educational experiences and outcomes and to building research and innovation 
capabilities and international competitiveness; 
- And that the university was an autonomous institution with a distinctive mission and 
specific operating conditions (DIISRTE, 2012b).  
 
The stated purpose of compacts was to provide an encompassing strategic framework for 
the government and universities about how universities functioned and were funded.  
 
The analysis of the compacts undertaken for this study revealed that what was different 
about compacts from previous iterations of government-university arrangements were that: 
- Compacts were to have a greater emphasis on ‘mission’; 
- Compacts were to include all aspects of the university’s operations including funding 
rather than having separate arrangements for teaching, research, research training 
and innovation; 
- Compacts were to include performance targets for selected issues in teaching, 
research, research training and innovation; 
- Compacts were to include extra funding, the so-called “Performance Funding”, for the 
achievement of specific performance targets in teaching and learning.  
 
From this it can be seen that the compacts were intended to move government-university 
relationships into a more encompassing and transparent strategic framework and one that 
focussed more on each university’s unique mission. The wider context of compacts, 
including a comparison of UB’s compact with those of four other Australian universities and 
earlier iterations of government-university relationships and international comparators, will 
be discussed in later chapters.   
 
Organisational learning: an overview.  
 
Organisational learning is a complex and contested field of scholarly inquiry. A helpful 
overview is provided by Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003) where the authors contrast 
organisational learning with ‘the learning organisation’, organisational knowledge and 
knowledge management. Figure 1 below provides a diagram of these concepts.  
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     Process 
 
 Organisational Learning   The Learning Organisation  
 
 
Theory        Practice 
 
 
 Organisational Knowledge   Knowledge Management 
 
 
     Content 
  
 
 
Figure 1.  Four types of learning in organisations  
 
Source: Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003). Figure 1.1, p.3 
 
 
The top left-hand side of Figure 1 shows that ‘organisational learning’ is a theoretical and 
process-oriented activity. Organisational learning can usefully be understood as a ‘how’, not 
a ‘what’: it is the process by which organisations can be said to learn, not the particular 
outcomes of that learning. As the pre-eminent author on organisational learning, Chris 
Argyris (1999) suggested, organisational learning is the sceptical, scholarly body of 
knowledge regarding the processes of learning in organisations that academics create. 
Organisational learning can therefore be contrasted to ‘the learning organisation’, which is at 
the practitioner end of learning, and organisational knowledge and knowledge management 
which are more content-oriented (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2003).  
 
The study pursued organisational learning rather than the other types of learning and 
knowledge suggested in Figure 1 because it lent itself more suitably to the subtleties and 
vagaries of learning in organisations. It is the researcher’s view that almost no organisations 
are ‘learning organisations’ as defined by Senge (1992) but that every organisation engages 
in various forms of learning which may be described as organisational learning. The more 
open, theoretical, process-orientation of organisational learning (Argyris, 1999) suited the 
nature of this study more fully than the prescriptive, practitioner approach of the learning 
organisation.  
For the purpose of this initial overview organisational learning can be understood to be:  
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‘the capability of real-world organisations to draw valid and useful inferences from 
experience and observation and to convert such inferences to effective action.’ 
Argyris (1999). p.14.  
 
Practical examples of organisational learning at a simple level would be the process and 
outcomes of quality audits, professional development, communities of practice and the 
integration of learning into organisational systems (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Wang and 
Ahmed, 2003; Cook and Yanow, 1993; Argyris, 1999; Watson, 2002; Lave and Wenger, 
1991; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Vera and Crossan, 2003) such as the organisational 
consultation and engagement processes to develop the university’s mission-based compact.  
 
A model of organisational learning in relation to the compacts has been developed to explain 
the results of the research. While the model and discussion are presented in more detail in 
Chapter 5, a brief outline is included here to clarify the three types of learning identified in 
the research. The three types of organisational learning are: ‘artefactural’, ‘human learning in 
groups’ and ‘systems and people’ (see Model 1).  
 
The first, most limited type of organisational learning in the model is defined as ‘artefactural’ 
(Wang and Ahmed, 2003) and relates to the ‘quality audit’ approach which relies on 
reporting of relevant data gathered in the organisation. This type of learning involves 
reporting on outputs of improvement activities such as quality audits and statistics on 
professional development (PD) programs. For example, a common approach to measuring 
the purported success of PD is to count how many staff attended a particular PD program. 
Higher numbers of participation are suggested to indicate more successful PD. Clearly such 
an approach measures something, but whether it is the full extent of organisational learning 
is another matter.  
 
Indeed, some commentators such as Wang and Ahmed (2003) and Lave and Wenger 
(1991), and several of this study’s participants, question whether this approach is really 
‘organisational learning’ at all. The criticisms of this type of organisational learning are 
largely due to its quantitative and reductionist approach which may involve only selected 
organisational measures which are designed and shared by a potentially very small number 
of staff. A key criticism of this type of organisational learning approach from the ‘communities 
of practice’ scholars, such as Lave and Wenger (1991) and Brown and Duguid (1991), is that 
it is divorced from the rich learning that arises from the lived practice of people in groups.  
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The second type of organisational learning in the model consists of ‘human learning in 
groups’. This type encompasses the communities of practice view of organisational learning 
(Brown and Duguid, 1991; Lave and Wenger, 1991; Cook and Yanow, 1993). This type of 
organisational learning occurs in the communities of practice that inhabit the lived practice of 
work in organisations, but which are not necessarily operationalised into the organisation’s 
systems and practices. The lack of operationalisation of much tacit knowledge was one of 
Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) criticisms of organisational learning, while noting that 
scholars such as Baumard (1999) question whether tacit knowledge can be meaningfully 
transposed into explicit knowledge at all.  
 
From the researcher’s experience and as supported in the literature, notably by Argyris 
(1999) and Lave and Wenger (1991), one of the criticisms of the ‘human learning in groups’ 
type of organisational learning is that it can all too easily lead into selective and even 
secretive pockets of learning that are not shared by other organisational members. There 
may be exclusivity about the stated ‘community of practice’ which can lead to a degree of 
self-referential solipsism and the possibility of learning and knowledge used as manipulative 
forms of power. Both Lave and Wenger (1991) and Argyris (1999) acknowledge that 
‘communities of practice’ do not have to be benevolent.  
 
The third type of organisational learning in Model 1 is titled ‘systems and people’. This type 
constitutes the most comprehensive form of organisational learning because the learning 
that is captured by both artefactural and human learning in groups is operationalised for the 
benefit of the organisation as a whole. While the artefactural type lends itself to reductionist 
numbers and the human learning in groups can lend itself to solipsism,  the ‘systems and 
learning’ approach captures the best parts of these two types of learning and puts them into 
practice in the organisation. It is this type of learning that Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) have 
so helpfully articulated in their model ‘The Five Phase Model of Knowledge Creation’ (p.84). 
An example of this type of organisational learning would be the deep stakeholder 
engagement envisaged by the compact process that engendered a true mission-based 
compact that really did ‘describe the organization’s shared values and beliefs and its reason 
for being’ (Daft, 2013, p.56; emphasis added) in a way that created ‘mutually accountable 
relationships….of respect, trust and mutual influence’ (Go8, 2008b, p.5).   
 
Model 1 is provided at this early stage to contextualise the later discussion of the research.  
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Modes of OL Artefactural            Systems and people       Human learning in groups 
 
          control   control 
     
             
Transactional    organisational learning   
                 standard learning in horizontal    pockets of the organisation  
 
 
            control 
 
 
        Transformational   organisational learning  
        Transformational learning integrated across   horizontal and vertical groups of the organisation 
 
 
 
 
Organisational innovation 
         only transformational OL leads to innovation at the organisational level 
 
 
 
Model 1 Institutional organisational learning  
     
Key: OL = organisational learning 
 
Model 1 was developed to conceptualise the three main types of organisational learning 
identified in the research. The model is based on a continuum because both the relevant 
literature and the study participants’ definitions of organisational learning sat on a relative 
scale or continuum of understandings of the term. The ‘systems and learning’ type of 
learning is positioned in the middle as it forms a synthesis of the other two types of learning. 
The other two types of organisational learning, ‘artefactural’ and ‘human learning in groups’, 
sit at the ends of the continuum because they can both continue outwards on their 
respective trajectories to become quite unproductive and possibly even ‘anti-learning’ 
(Argyris, 1999). 
 
To conclude the overview of Model 1, transactional learning corresponds to Argyris’ (1999) 
single-loop learning, which is a simple form of trial-and-error correction of mistakes. 
Transformational organisational learning corresponds to Argyris’ (1999) double-loop learning 
which seeks a deeper level of learning by revising the governing variables, or decision-
making reasoning, which lie behind mismatches between problems and their solutions.  
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Model 1 shows three lightning bolts labelled ‘control’ which indicate the points at which the 
organisation exerts control over its organisational learning processes. An example of a 
control point from the research was the university’s decision to use an earlier iteration of its 
mission to complete the compact. This limited the compact’s development to a relatively 
small group of senior managers and prevented deeper stakeholder engagement regarding 
the university’s mission for the compact. Organisational learning and deep stakeholder 
engagement on other issues was surfaced during the research. The complex issue of 
organisational control in relation to organisational learning and the compact is discussed in 
detail in Chapter 5.    
 
The final part of Model 1 to note at this point is that only transformational organisational 
learning can lead to innovation at the organisational level. While creativity and innovation 
may occur in horizontal groups of the organisation, or be evidenced in artefacts such as 
quality improvement data, it is only when they become operationalised in the ‘systems and 
people’ component of the model and shared by all the sub-groups of the organisation do 
they lead to innovation at the organisational level.  
 
The positioning of Model 1 in the relevant literature is presented in Chapter 2 and discussion 
of the model in Chapter 5.  
 
Model 2 provides a conceptualisation of the interaction between organisational learning and 
the university sector in Australia.  
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Model 2: Organisational learning in the Australian university sector  
 
Model 2 was developed during the research to conceptualise the relationship between 
institutional organisational learning, shown in Model 1, and the sectoral environment of the 
compacts initiative. The effectiveness of the various gear wheels in the model determines 
the extent to which the sector as a whole could be innovative. As shown in the model 
government policy dominates the university landscape through both funding and legislative 
arrangements. 
 
The sizes of the gear wheels in the model are relative. For example, the dominant 
government policy gear has the major effect on institutional controls and therefore exerts a 
strong influence on the organisational learning and innovation gears at the university level.   
The positioning of Model 2 in the relevant literature is presented in Chapter 2 and the 
discussion of the model in Chapter 5. 
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1.4     Research design  
 
The following section provides an overview of the research approach, study design, 
methodology and ethical issues. Chapter 3 discusses each of these topics in detail.  
 
Research approach 
 
An important consideration early in the study was the recognition that compacts were a 
contemporaneous development and that there was not, at the time, any published research 
on them. This meant that the research had to be exploratory in nature due to the lack of 
previous research and extant hypotheses to test in the field. It could be argued that research 
based on extant theories of strategic organisational implementations could have been 
conducted, such as Eppel’s (2009) study of change in New Zealand’s tertiary education 
system. However, the researcher’s view was that the Australian university sector is unique 
among the globe’s plethora of public university systems. Other organisational 
implementations were not sufficiently similar in nature to the Australian university context to 
make a more generic ‘strategic implementation’ study meaningful. The research was 
therefore a ‘discovery’ study exploring the key issues surrounding this implementation in a 
unique university system.  
 
Given that the study was designed to explore the participants’ experiences of, and 
ascriptions of meaning to, both organisational learning and the university’s mission-based 
compact, it was considered that a qualitative methodology based on a relativist ontology and 
constructivist epistemology (Crotty, 1998) would be most appropriate. These philosophical 
positions reflect the researcher’s framework for understanding how people make sense of 
organisational life, which have been formed over thirty years of organisational experience 
and influenced by seminal thinkers in the field (cited in section 1.5 below).   
 
Methodology: a modified form of grounded theory  
 
Once the philosophical position of the study was established the search for the most suitable 
qualitative methodology led to the decision to choose a modified form of grounded theory 
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Hood, 2007; Bryant and Charmaz, 2007a and b; Birks and Mills, 
2011). The point that there was not a previous body of research on compacts suggested that 
a research methodology which could build theory from data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) 
would be the most suitable.  
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Grounded theory provided the rigour of a qualitative research methodology which enabled 
construction of conceptual frameworks that explain relationships between phenomena, not 
just describe them. Description of phenomena is more typical of what Hood (2007) calls the 
‘general inductive qualitative method’ (p.160). The researcher was searching for a 
methodology that would provide explanatory power, which could then lead to the 
development of explanatory conceptual frameworks, rather than only description. Grounded 
theory fitted this requirement. The rigour of the methodology and its power to develop 
explanatory frameworks were considered to be the most appropriate for the research.  
 
The primary purpose of grounded theory is to build theory from the data (Glaser and 
Strauss, 1967). But what does this mean? It means that in the absence of previous research 
and established hypotheses, grounded theory can be used as a rigorous methodology to 
develop conceptual models and ‘theory’ from the analysis of the data.  
 
The literature of grounded theory branches into various veins over the process by which 
theory is developed from data and is complex and contested. It is in the practice of grounded 
theory that several quite different generations of grounded theorists have developed. After 
initially launching grounded theory, Glaser and Strauss (1967) diverged into two streams: the 
so-called more “purist” approach of Glaser (1978) and the more “pragmatic” approach of 
Corbin and Strauss (Corbin and Strauss, 1990; Birks and Mills, 2011). Kathy Charmaz later 
developed a constructivist approach to grounded theory (Bryant and Charmaz, 2007b).  
 
This research has slightly modified the approach to grounded theory taken by Birks and Mills 
(2011) which these authors title ‘essential’ grounded theory (p.9). ‘Essential’ grounded 
theory appealed to the researcher as the most practical and integrative approach which 
maintains its rigour and purpose without getting side-tracked into relatively esoteric issues, 
such as whether a literature review should be conducted prior to conducting the research.  
This idea, which sounds curious in the face of modern research with its online capabilities, 
has created quite a degree of debate in the literature on grounded theory.  
 
Table 1 outlines the ten components of ‘essential’ grounded theory (Birks and Mills, 2011) 
which was slightly modified for the research.  
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Table 1 ‘Essential’ grounded theory  
 
 Component   
1.  Initial coding and categorisation of data 
2.  Concurrent data collection or generation and analysis 
3.  Writing memos 
4.  Theoretical sampling 
5.  Constant comparative analysis using inductive and ‘abductive’ logic 
6.  Theoretical sensitivity 
7.  Intermediate coding 
8.  Selection of core categories 
9.  Advanced coding, theoretical saturation and theoretical integration 
10.  Theory generation 
 
Source: Birks and Mills (2011) pp.11-13  
 
The minor modification made to ‘essential’ grounded theory (Birks and Mills, 2011) for the 
research was the use of three analytical phases rather than four as indicated in components 
1, 7, 8 and 9 in Table 1. Chapter 3 explains the rationale for the modification.  
 
Ethical considerations and approval 
 
The research was granted full approval by the University of Ballarat’s Human Research 
Ethics Committee on 4 October, 2011. The ethics approval was active from 4 October, 2011 
to 30 June, 2013. The research was conducted within the timeframe specified and no 
adverse reactions or responses were reported either to the researcher or his supervisor, Dr 
Bernard O’Meara of The Business School at the University of Ballarat.  
 
Study design  
 
The study design consisted of three phases of research conducted over 2011-12. Phase 1 
consisted of an initial round of interviews of seven participants at the University of Ballarat 
and an analysis of published material regarding the compacts available at the time, to 
explore and establish the key issues. Phase 1 was to establish the "what” of the study. The 
full university compacts were not published at the time of phase 1. 
 
15 
 
 
Phase 2 consisted of a second round of interviews with ten participants both within and 
outside the university to explore and establish “the why” for the outcomes of phase 1. Three 
participants from phase 1 who were not re-interviewed at phase 2 were offered written 
comment on the findings of phase 1 (none responded) and six new participants were 
identified for interview in phase 2. Phase 2 also consisted of an analysis of the compacts of 
five Australian universities which were published in May, 2012, which was very early in 
phase 2.   
 
Phase 3 consisted of a request to all thirteen study participants for a written response to key 
questions that had arisen from the analysis of phases 1 and 2. Phase 3 confirmed and 
closed the key findings of the study. Two participants responded in writing to the request 
although several acknowledged receipt of the request.  
 
 
Study population.  
 
The study population consisted of thirteen participants, twelve of whom were UB employees 
or affiliates and one who was external to UB. The participants were identified on the basis of 
theoretical sampling (Birks and Mills, 2011) and were obtained using the ‘snowball 
technique’ (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992; Creswell, 2007).  
 
Of the 13 participants four were interviewed twice for a total of 17 interviews. As noted 
above, the three participants from phase 1 who were not re-interviewed in phase 2 were 
offered written comment, however none submitted a response. There were six new 
participants in phase 2: three from within UB as employees, two affiliates of UB and one 
external to UB. All thirteen participants were asked to submit a written response in phase 3 
however only two participants did so (although several acknowledged receipt of the request).  
 
Two issues were relevant to the study sample and created sensitivities around the research. 
One issue was the previously established relationship of the researcher to the most of the 
participants of the study. All of the internal, university participants were previously known to 
the researcher. The other relevant issue was the seniority and public profile of several of the 
participants. Four senior members of the university executive participated fully in the 
research, as did a member of the University Council, the architect of the compacts initiative 
in Australia, Mr Mike Gallagher, and a former government official who had worked on the 
implementation of the compacts in both DEEWR and DIISR.  
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The researcher was aware that having such senior and publicly known participants could 
create sensitivity for the study if the findings were not altogether complimentary. This has 
been a concern throughout the entire study because, as noted above, the researcher was 
already aware of the lack of deep stakeholder engagement regarding the compact. As far as 
possible this issue is acknowledged where relevant throughout the study, particularly in the 
discussion of the findings, Chapter 5. Suffice to say at this point that the awareness, and 
appreciation, of the participants’ contribution to the study has encouraged a balanced and 
nuanced approach to the study and findings.  
 
The sample for the analysis of the published university compacts consisted of five Australian 
universities: the University of Ballarat (UB), the University of Melbourne, the Australian 
National University, Swinburne University of Technology and CQUniversity. The rationale for 
the selection of these universities was based on theoretical sensitivity, theoretical sampling 
(Birks and Mills, 2011) and the snowball technique (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992, Creswell, 
2007). The universities were selected as suitable comparators by virtue of similarity or 
difference and that appropriate and helpful access to participants and documents could be 
accessed.  
 
While an argument for a wider selection of universities and interviews could be made, the 
scope of the research was defined by its aims. The primary aim of the research was to 
identify the deeper issues of the compact and organisational learning on a previously un-
researched topic. By limiting the primary research site to one university and the compacts 
research to five, the generation of rich sources of qualitative data was achieved within the 
parameters of a PhD study. Further research involving a larger selection of universities is 
planned for post-doctoral study.  
 
1.5     Positioning the researcher in the study 
 
In accordance with the tenets of constructivist grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; 
Bryant and Charmaz, 2007a and b; Birks and Mills, 2011; Suddaby, 2006) it is appropriate to 
place the researcher in the context of the study. The main reason to place the researcher in 
the study is that in grounded theory the researcher’s philosophical framework, previous 
experience in the area to be studied and the possibility of previously established 
relationships with participants are all likely to be influential on the course of the study (Corbin 
and Strauss, 1990; Bryant and Charmaz, 2007a; Creswell, 2007; Birks and Mills, 2011). 
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At the time of the study, the researcher had over thirty years’ organisational experience in 
both the USA (1983-1992) and Australia. All the organisational experience consisted of staff 
and management roles to do with student, staff, management or organisational learning and 
development in one guise or another. The researcher was the director of a management 
development consultancy company for nine years (1997-2006) during which time he 
facilitated a number of strategic planning sessions, most of which included the development 
of the division’s or organisation’s mission statement. The researcher has had the practical 
experience of facilitating the development of mission statements among the various 
echelons of organisational life from junior staff level to the CEO. This prior experience no 
doubt influenced his thinking about the development of UB’s mission-based compact to the 
extent acknowledged below: that the compact presented an opportunity for deep stakeholder 
engagement.  
 
The researcher has previous academic Level B sessional experience at Swinburne 
University and has had several roles at the University of Ballarat. The roles at UB have 
included sessional academic work in The Business School for several years up to and 
including the time of the study, a brief stint as an IT trainer in the Project Office and two and 
a half years as the Deputy Director of the university’s staff development function IPOL 
(Institute for Professional and Organisational Learning, 2008-2010) which was within the 
organisational designation of the Vice-Chancellor’s Office. It was in this role that he met all of 
the UB participants in this study and had access to quite senior committees, forums and 
organisational players.  
 
The philosophical position underlying the study, as previously noted, is a relativist ontology 
and constructivist epistemology in matters to do with human constructions of meaning about 
reality (Crotty, 1998). The researcher is particularly interested in how humans come to 
ascribe meaning and make sense of their organisational experiences and has been 
influenced by seminal authors such as Karl Weick (1976, 1985, 1989, 1991, 1995a, 1995b), 
Henry Mintzberg (1981, 1987, 1990), Karl Sveiby (2001, 2007), Sveiby and Simons (2002) 
and Edgar Schein (1990, 1992, 1996, 1999, 2003, 2006) among others.  
 
In terms of possible pre-conceptions in relation to the study, the main thing the researcher 
can acknowledge is the assumption that the university would have used its organisational 
learning systems, especially deep stakeholder engagement, to develop its mission based 
compact. The study’s finding that the university employed a limited form of organisational 
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learning, but did not conduct deep stakeholder engagement for the purpose of developing its 
compact, was not surprising as he was already aware that this was the case.  
 
One of the motivations for the study was to research why the university did not engage in 
deep stakeholder engagement given that the meanings surrounding the term ‘mission’ raised 
it as a possibility. The researcher found that there were many reasons for the limited nature 
of organisational learning and lack of deep stakeholder engagement regarding the compact, 
many of which were unknown to him prior to the study, which are discussed later in the 
thesis.   
 
It should be acknowledged that the assumption that the university could have conducted 
stakeholder engagement with staff for its compact may rest on the assumption of the 
‘unitarist’ model of human resource management (HRM) (Stone, 2011). The unitarist model 
of HRM states that the organisation and its staff constitute the employment relationship 
(Stone, 2011). The perceived simplicity of the unitary model – only having two constituted 
players in the employment relationship – suggests that the alignment of the needs and 
aspirations of the two players is relatively uncomplicated and can be largely uncontested.  
 
The model which is more relevant to Australia’s organisational context is the ‘pluralist’ model 
as outlined by Stone (2011), Mabey, Salaman and Storey (2004) and in Shields (2010) for 
publicly listed corporations. The model suggests that the nature of relations between 
organisations and individual employees is often one of conflict between the various parties.  
 
Such a pluralist model suggests that labour and management are in a contested 
environment with at least three other major players on the industrial scene: the government 
with its legislative powers, employee representative groups (unions) and employer 
representative groups (such as the Business Council of Australia). In the pluralist model, the 
parties do not necessarily have congruent needs and goals and the relationship between the 
individual employee and the organisation is considered to be more complicated and 
conflicted than in the unitarist model. Due to the history and context of Australia’s industrial 
relations, the pluralist model more closely reflects the ‘competing stakeholder’ approach to 
labour-management relations in Australia.  
 
While this study was not even tangentially focussed on industrial relations, the above issues 
became relevant when considering the researcher’s predisposition to the nature of the 
development of the compact. For example, it is possible that in the pluralist model of HRM 
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“deep staff learning”, of the nature suggested by the researcher, could be a more contested 
activity in the organisational context of Australia compared to the U.S.  
 
The research has been fascinating and pre-conceptions and assumptions have been 
questioned and challenged. The contribution of the various participants, particularly those 
who articulated different or contrary views to how the university could have developed its 
compact, has been central to the research.  The grounded theory technique of ‘memoing’, or 
writing notes on the progress of the research, has been a helpful reflective tool. A sample 
memo is included in the thesis as Exhibit 1 (Chapter 3).  
 
‘Disconfirming evidence’ (Birks and Mills, 2011) has been sought to ensure the analytical 
categories and conceptual models have rigour and can account for emerging results. In 
some cases, more comprehensive categories and conceptual frameworks had to be 
developed to incorporate new results which did not quite fit earlier conceptualisations. These 
bigger categories and conceptual frameworks constitute Chapter 5.   
 
1.6     Thesis structure 
 
Following the Introduction, Chapter 2: the Literature Review provides an analysis of the 
literature relevant to the mission-based compacts and organisational learning. The strengths 
and limitations of the various sources of literature are presented in relation to the research.  
 
Chapter 3: Research Design, provides a discussion of the nature and rationale of the 
modified form of grounded theory used as the research methodology for the study. The 
chapter includes a discussion of the study phases, a description of the study population and 
ethical issues.  
 
Chapter 4: Results, details the findings of the study. The results of the study are presented 
as an emergent set of findings over the three phases of the research. This occurred because 
the findings of phase 1 informed the concepts and direction of the research for phase 2. The 
discussion of the phase 2 results therefore reflects the emerging concepts for both phases 1 
and 2 combined. Phase 2 was the conceptually integrating phase of the research. Phase 3, 
while minimal in participation, rounded out the study and functioned as its conclusion. 
 
Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations, provides an analytical discussion of the 
findings with the support of the literature from chapter 2. The chapter presents the two new 
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conceptual models which have been developed as a result of the study and constitute the 
study’s main intellectual contributions to knowledge. The chapter concludes with a list of 
recommendations from the study.  
 
Chapter 6: Conclusion presents a synopsis of the main findings of the study and highlights 
the contributions to knowledge that the new conceptual frameworks discussed in chapter 5 
present. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations of the study and 
suggested directions for future research.  
 
1.7  Chapter summary 
 
The chapter has outlined the research on compacts and organisational learning at the 
University of Ballarat. The rationale for the research included the exploration of the various 
understandings of the term ‘mission-based compact’. As the term suggested a nature and 
level of commitment beyond the regular processes of strategic planning, it was thought by 
the researcher that deep and significant stakeholder engagement may have been a way to 
develop a shared sense of mission and shared values among stakeholders. It was thought 
that the university’s staff would be particularly important stakeholders in the development of 
the compact.  
 
The theoretical lens of organisational learning was selected as the most helpful and relevant 
model for exploring the ways and extent to which the university developed its compact. It 
was recognised prior to the research that deep engagement of the university’s staff was not 
realised in relation to the development of the compact and the research partly sought to 
uncover the reasons as to why not.  
 
The two conceptual models which were developed to explain the results of the study have 
been previewed. Model 1, Institutional Organisational Learning, explains the relationships 
between the compact and the opportunities for organisational learning. Model 2, 
Organisational Learning in the Australian University Sector, explains the relationships 
between the individual institution and the sector in regard to the compacts and organisational 
learning.   
 
The next chapter, Literature Review, presents an analysis of the literature relevant to the 
research.  
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CHAPTER 2.   LITERATURE REVIEW 
The concept of a perpetually learning and innovative organization is, 
therefore, a paradox in that the very concept of organization is to restrict 
some individual freedom in order to achieve a joint purpose. Schein (1999).  
p.171  
 
…for universities the main benefits (of compacts) will be less detailed 
government control over their operations, and enhanced capacity to fulfil their 
missions. Macklin (2006).p.81  
 
Chapter overview 
 
This chapter presents the analysis of the literature relevant to the study. The literature was 
drawn from a wide range of published and unpublished sources in Australia including 
documents from various universities, government departments such as DEEWR, DIISR, 
DIISRTE and representative organisations such as the Group of Eight (“Go8”) universities. 
Overseas sources include the UK Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), 
the New Zealand Ministry of Education and the National Governors Association in the USA. 
Types of sources include electronic data bases, journals, texts, emails, radio programs and 
others.  
 
The first major section of the literature review analyses the literature in relation to the various 
issues relevant to ‘mission-based compacts’. The second major section presents the 
analysis of the literature relevant to organisational learning.  
 
The first major section of the literature review presents the analysis of the key terms 
‘mission’, ‘compact’ and the international context of compacts before the analysis of the 
Australian university compacts. The decision to present the first section of the literature 
review in this order arose from the researcher’s preference to ‘define the terms’ of the study 
before proceeding to unravel the context of the university compacts in Australia. It is 
intended that presenting the literature review in this order provides a more sequential and 
comprehensible introduction to the research. The context of the Australian university 
compacts was complex enough that beginning with it may have left the analysis of terms 
such as ‘mission’ and ‘compact’ hostages of a much larger beast.  
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The second major section of the literature review analyses the meaning and practice of 
organisational learning. The section also presents a brief review of the two emergent, 
‘sensitising’ issues, innovation and organisational control, which arose early in phase 1 of 
the research. These concepts became relevant to the meaning and deployment of 
organisational learning mechanisms in the university. The chapter concludes with a 
summary of the literature relevant to the main constructs of the study.  
 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2.1. Literature in relation to the term ‘mission’  
 
The term ‘mission’ is one of several pieces of the compacts puzzle that need to be put in 
place to enable a meaningful and coherent presentation of the study as a whole.  
The following section presents the analysis of this piece of the puzzle while acknowledging 
that the study was not primarily about the meanings and organisational implementations of 
‘mission’ on its own. The meanings and organisational implementations of ‘mission’ could 
easily have been a PhD study without reference to compacts and the university sector. The 
reason for noting this point is to clarify the scope of the following discussion and that 
mission-based compacts were not solely about mission. The mission-based compacts were 
intended to be an integrated whole leading to an agreement between government and 
universities about mission and many other things, including funding, which are identified as 
the thesis proceeds. The literature review, like the study, must retain its focus or risk ‘scope 
creep’ and become unproductive by losing focus on the key issues of the study.  
 
On the other hand, as Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) argue, the literature and 
organisational uses of the term ‘mission’ display amorphous meanings. The lack of 
agreement regarding the definition of mission in the academic literature created difficulties 
regarding the boundary of the literature review of this strand. Complicating the matter is the 
high frequency with which the terms ‘mission’ and ‘mission statement’ are used by 
organisations, as noted by Wilson (2004).  
 
2.1.1 Ambiguity of the term ‘mission’ 
 
The strand of the literature review regarding mission analysed a concept which was not 
clearly defined or agreed in the literature, but which was used almost ubiquitously in 
organisations. This circumstance was an interesting phenomenon and one suspects that it 
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contributed to the discursive space available for the many different interpretations of mission 
that emerged in the academic and non-academic literature. The discursive space created by 
the amorphous meanings of ‘mission’ was also reflected in the views of the study 
participants: while everyone had an opinion on mission-based compacts, there was a wide 
variety of perceptions about what they meant.   
 
A further point to note is that the practitioner literature and the academic literature revealed a 
significant lack of definition and depth regarding the term ‘mission’. For example, the 
information provided about mission in the Australian government’s mission-based compact 
document did not provide a definition of the term, did not provide any explanation as to its 
relevance to either the university or the government and, most relevant to this research, did 
not provide any guidance as to how a mission should be developed by the university 
(DIISRTE, 2012a, b, c, d, e and f).  
 
The government publications and some academic publications, such as Zemsky, Wegner 
and Massy (2005) and some sectoral publications, such as the Group of Eight (Go8, 2008b), 
appear to take the definition and meaning of ‘mission’ as a given and quickly move on to 
other issues. The lack of clarity regarding the definition and meaning of mission is one of the 
reasons an organisational learning lens, rather than the practitioner-based ‘learning 
organisation’ lens, was used for the study. The organisational learning lens allowed a critical 
approach to terms which tend to be used uncritically and as an exhortation in the practitioner 
literature on ‘the learning organisation’, such as Senge (2006).  
 
The following section presents the analysis of the academic literature in relation to mission. 
The practitioner literature, which tends not to define mission or discuss it in any depth, is 
presented second.  
 
2.1.2  Mission from the academic literature 
 
A helpful starting point for an analysis of the term ‘mission’ from a critical perspective is a 
brief review of the definition provided in Chapter 1. Daft (2013) stated that organisational 
mission ‘describes the organization’s shared values and beliefs and its reason for being’ 
(p.56). The researcher has chosen this particular definition out of the many (see, for 
example, Analoui, 2007; Samson and Daft, 2012; and Wilson, 2004) as it encapsulates the 
two key elements common to mission statements: first, a notion about shared values and 
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beliefs; and second, a notion about the organisation’s raison d’etre, which suggested 
something beyond a description of the type and nature of the particular business.  
 
The two elements regarding mission raised by Daft’s (2013) definition encapsulate lofty 
goals. It is worth considering that Daft’s definition suggested that a purported ‘mission’ could 
describe a set of values and beliefs which are presumably shared among key stakeholders 
such as the organisation’s staff. One could wonder how such values would be identified let 
alone come to be shared among the organisation’s stakeholders and employees. Legitimate 
questions which could be asked include: how are the values and beliefs identified and 
articulated? How are they propagated throughout the organisation? What are the 
mechanisms by which they come to be ‘shared’ by stakeholders? What tools are used to 
assess the extent to which they are shared?  
 
One could also ask questions regarding the nature of the shared values and beliefs 
themselves. Argyris (1999), for example, raises the spectre of Nazi Germany’s SS 
organisation as one which appeared to ‘learn’ as an organisation. Should a consideration of 
the nature of the values and beliefs be included in the analysis of ‘mission’? Given the 
somewhat vague nature of the definition of mission and Argyris’ (1999) malevolent example, 
the answer to this question could be yes. Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) provide an 
incisive analysis of many of these questions, the discussion of which follows shortly.   
 
The second component of Daft’s (2013) definition related to the organisation’s raison d’etre. 
This is a curious contention as it raises the question of the ontological status of organisations 
as cognitive entities. One can legitimately ask, as Argyris (1999) and Cook and Yanow 
(1993) did in relation to organisational learning, how can an ‘organisation’ have a reason for 
being? The common use in the literature of this sort of expression, that organisation’s have a 
‘reason for being’ or that organisations ‘learn’, quickly leads the reader to the assumption 
that what is really being talked about are the people which constitute the components of the 
organisation as Mintzberg (1981) and Schein (1996) so helpfully clarified.  
 
Human constituents of the organisation include its executive, management group, staff and 
other stakeholders such as the governing board or council and, in the case of publicly listed 
corporations, its shareholders (Mintzberg, 1981; Shields, 2010). The thesis returns to the 
issue of the ontological status of organisations as cognitive entities later in the literature 
review on organisational learning.  
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Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) present a helpful, comprehensive and somewhat 
humorous analysis of the meaning and uses of mission statements which encapsulated the 
key benefits and limitations of the scholarly mission literature. As the article encapsulated 
the key mission issues, it has been used as the lens through which the following analysis is 
brought into focus. 
 
(Note: while there may be philosophical mileage in exploring the differences between 
‘mission’ and ‘mission statement’, for the purposes of this study, and in the practical 
identification of an organisation’s mission and its use in mission-based compacts, the thesis 
treats the mission statement as the articulation of the organisation’s mission. An extended 
discussion of the possible semantic differences between the two terms is beyond the scope 
of the thesis).  
 
Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) suggest that mission statements have traditionally 
had four presumed purposes. The four purported purposes of mission statements are: 
 
1. To communicate a sense of the firm’s direction and purpose 
2. To serve as a control mechanism to keep the firm “on track” 
3. To help in making a wide range of day-to-day decisions 
4. To inspire and motivate employees (p.24). 
 
 
The authors discuss the limitations of each purported benefit. As a criticism of point 1, the 
communication of the organisation’s direction and purpose, they suggest that stakeholders 
already know what the purpose and direction of the firm is to a much higher level of detail 
than is contained in a mission statement and that publication of such information may render 
the organisation at competitive disadvantage. In the authors’ view, competitive disadvantage 
may occur through the publication of early advice to competing organisations of new 
products or services the company is about to launch.  
 
As a criticism of point 2, the idea that a mission statement can serve as a control 
mechanism, the authors argue that mission statements have the potential to be self-limiting if 
followed strictly and that, in practice, organisations ignore the stated mission statement when 
it suits them and retrospectively amend it to suit their new organisational purpose. The 
authors make the additional point that organisations have far superior control and reporting 
mechanisms such as financial planning, budgets, quality management, key performance 
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indicators, safety and performance targets and the levels of delegated authority in decision-
making which render a mission statement as a control mechanism, in their view, of little 
value. Given the argument that Shields (2010) and Bergmann and Scarpello (2004) raise 
regarding the efficacy of incentive compensation, one would agree that mission statements 
pale by comparison in their ability to get measurable results.  
 
The criticism of point 3, that the mission statement assisted with everyday decision-making, 
was that the mission statement was usually far too vague to provide any direction for daily 
decision-making and, if taken literally, may encourage a degree of risk-taking that most 
companies would not support. The authors conclude their discussion of this point with the 
comment that ‘It is understandable why most firms want employees to adhere to policies and 
procedures rather than make decisions based on their personal interpretation of the 
company’s mission’ (pp.25-26).  
 
While these authors use lower level employees as their examples rather than the 
general/professional staff knowledge worker and academic in the university setting - who 
may have greater understanding of and scope for interpretation of the mission statement - 
the idea that organisations create and maintain boundaries to decision-making by their staff 
is widely supported in the literature.  
 
Possibly the key boundary to decision-making in organisations is the policy and practice of 
delegated authority invested in the organisation’s hierarchy (Daft, 2013; Samson and Daft, 
2012; Leopold and Harris, 2009; Analoui, 2007; Schein, 1996 and others). Bartkus, 
Glassman and McAfee’s (2000) contention that organisations may not really want 
‘empowered’ employees who act beyond their delegated authority, due to an individual 
interpretation of the organisation’s mission statement, is a reasonable contention. Indeed, 
the issue of ‘organisational control’ in regard to the compact became a focus of the study 
because it emerged as one of the ‘sensitising concepts’ (Birks and Mills, 2011) in phase 1 of 
the research. The literature review returns to the issue of organisational control in regard to 
the mission-based compact in a later section.  
 
2.1.3  Mission statements, employee motivation and commitment  
 
Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee’s (2000) discussion of point 4 regarding the alleged 
purposes of mission statements, which suggested that mission statements can inspire and 
motivate staff, was the most relevant and interesting to the discussion given the focus of the 
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research. Other authors who supported the view that the development of mission was a 
helpful strategy to build employee motivation and commitment were Selmer, Jonasson and 
Lauring (2013) who reported on quite a large study of academic and staff “engagement” in 
Denmark’s university system. The conclusion to the article states:  
 
…at the organisational level, strategies and policies can be implemented to develop 
trust and counteract conflict. This can be done in the form of mission…  
(Selmer, Jonasson and Lauring, 2013, p.106) 
 
Another author who appeared to support the contention that mission statements can build 
employee motivation and commitment by somehow creating shared values included Wilson 
(2004). In proclaiming the importance of shared values to employee motivation, Wilson 
stated that among five key strategies for executive action, the top one was ‘to develop 
consensus on a revised statement of corporate purpose and values’ (p.22). The thesis has 
labelled this approach the ‘exhortational’ approach to mission because it exhorts 
organisations to develop mission statements based on the assumption that the organisation 
and its employees have, or can have, congruent values and beliefs.  
 
The key point of the so-called exhortational approach to mission was that shared values, 
however they were defined and created, somehow generate greater employee motivation 
and commitment to the organisation. There were several problems with this approach. One 
criticism was that it presupposed that the values and aspirations of the organisation and the 
individual were or could be in alignment; a second criticism related to how effective the 
mission statement could be in achieving the claimed objective of increased motivation; and 
the third was the unanswered question of how such values were identified, articulated and 
promulgated.  
 
Let us address the first criticism of the assumption that the interests and values of the 
individual and organisation were in alignment, or could be made to be in alignment. As 
outlined in chapter 1, the assumption of mutual benefit between the goals of the organisation 
and its employees has been labelled the ‘unitarist’ model of human resource management in 
the literature (Stone, 2011; Analoui, 2007). This view suggests that the individual employee 
and the organisation, as operationalised by its management processes, can have congruent 
values and aspirations. The unitarist approach has been questioned by, among others, 
Mabey, Salaman and Storey (2004) who suggest that the approach is based on the 
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assumption that the organisation is rational and able to act on the employee’s behalf, not just 
the management’s.  
 
A contrary view, argued by Mabey, Salaman and Storey (2004), is that the organisation is an 
arena of conflict which consists of ‘…structures of competing beliefs and meaning systems’ 
(p.6).  In this view, which Stone (2011) labels the ‘pluralist’ model of HRM, there is inevitable 
conflict between management and employees and the possible alignment of values between 
the two groups is contested. The context of the pluralist model includes not only the 
organisation and the individual employee, but also the government through its labour 
legislation, employee representative groups such as unions, and employer representative 
groups. Such a context is more complicated and conflicted than the relatively simple context 
suggested by the unitarist model of HRM.  
 
In the ‘radical’ or Marxist model which Stone describes (2011) such an alignment of values 
and beliefs between management and employees is impossible due to the inherent tension 
and clash of needs and goals between the two groups. In this model, the management of the 
organisation is inherently instrumentalist in its approach to employees who are by nature 
opposed to management prerogative because it is based on exploitation. 
 
Interestingly, one of the study’s participants reflected the essentially conflicted nature of 
organisational dynamics suggested by the radical model in phase 1 of the research. While 
the study’s findings are presented in Chapter 4, the following quote serves to illustrate the 
point: 
…where running an organisation, the management problem is about how do you 
manage people who aren’t going to want to do what you want them to do? 
(Participant AMC-B, p.3)   
 
When this view of contrary aspirations between staff and management is juxtaposed with the 
unitarist purpose of mission statements found in Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee’s (2000), 
which is to ‘… help workers realize the broader purpose of their efforts and encourage them 
to place that purpose ahead of their own self-interests’ (p.24) the gaps between the unitarist, 
pluralist and radical models becomes quite clear.  
 
A central question behind the meaning and efficacy of mission statements may be: does it 
make sense to assume that the organisation and the individual can have shared needs and 
aspirations? The view from the literature is mixed, and, as Mabey, Salaman and Storey 
(2004) argue, depends on the theoretical paradigm through which the observer views the 
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organisation. In the unitarist model it is assumed that they could, in the pluralist model such 
an agreement would be contested and complicated to develop but not impossible, while in 
the radical model, inherently impossible. The use of mission statements to build employee 
motivation and commitment could therefore be said to rest on the industrial relations context 
of the organisation. Given that the research conducted in this study was in the pluralist 
context of Australian universities, an alignment between the organisation’s needs and 
aspirations and that of its employees was likely to be contested but nevertheless possible.        
 
The second criticism of point 4 regarding mission statements argued by Bartkus, Glassman 
and McAfee (2000) was that mission statements were far less effective in motivating staff 
than the organisation’s other levers for improving employee motivation and performance 
such as management by objectives, incentive systems, total quality management, 
empowerment initiatives and quality of life programs (p.26). The authors then argued that 
mission statements may actually be de-motivating for employees because they raise a 
utopian ideal of organisational attainment for which the employees may have inadequate 
resources: ‘they may serve as a reminder to employees of how few resources they have 
been given to accomplish the mission’ (p.26).  
 
The authors provide clever examples of disconnection between what was intended and what 
may actually be achieved when mission statements were used as employee motivators. The 
authors argued that the gap was possibly nowhere more obvious than in mission statements 
that extolled the value of staff and proclaimed the exceptional customer service in the midst 
of downsizing and redundancy programs.  
 
The shorter-term nature of employment and the prevalence of downsizing was noted by 
Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) and is well supported in the literature (Samson and 
Daft , 2012; Stone, 2011; Analoui, 2007; Kets de Vries and Balazs, 1997; and Koeber, 
2002). The changing nature of employment was relevant to the research due to the 
organisational restructure and redundancy program incorporated in the UB Blueprint in 2011 
(Battersby, 2011a and 2012a). Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) argue that the 
motivational consequence of a mission statement that extols the value of staff, given the 
current nature of tenuous and short-lived employment, may be increased levels of confusion, 
anger or disgust rather than increased motivation (p.26).   
 
The authors suggest ‘Actually, a strong case could be made for arguing that mission 
statements are detrimental to employee motivation and morale (Bartkus, Glassman and 
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McAfee, 2000, p.26)… the more often they (staff) reflect on the mission statement, the more 
frustrated they become’ (p.27). There is nothing like comparing an organisation’s mission 
statement with the organisation’s practice when it is facing restructuring and downsizing. 
Several participants in this study acknowledged the negative effect of organisational 
downsizing on employee motivation and commitment.    
 
On the customer service front, Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) argue that the gap 
between the rhetoric of the mission statement and the practice of customer service impacts 
frontline employees the most because they are the ones facing the customers’ frustration at 
dashed expectations. The authors argued that it is the frontline employees, rather than the 
CEO or consultants, who have to manage the dissonance between espoused values 
expressed in the mission statement and the flawed practice created by unrealistic 
expectations or inadequate resources. In such cases, it is not hard to see how mission 
statements might have consequences other than increasing employee commitment and 
motivation.  
 
Finally, Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) propose that mission statements may have a 
value as a communication tool. The authors argue that if the mission statement only 
described the organisation’s business and its intended future direction then it would not be 
subjected to the criticisms of the ‘exhortational’ mission statements discussed to this point. 
However, the researcher can see little difference between the examples of mission-
statements-as-communication that the authors provide (p.27) and many of the normative 
exhortational mission statements that they have just finished criticising. Each of the 
‘communication mission statement’ examples provided by the authors have normative 
assumptions built into them which can be questioned. To take as an example the least 
exhortational mission statement which the authors provide, that of Kellogg’s:  
 
Kellogg is a global company committed to building long-term growth in volume and 
profit and to enhancing its world-wide leadership position by providing nutritious food 
products of superior value. (Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee, 2000, p.27)   
 
While the mission statement avoids the more obvious exhortational traps of espousing the 
value of staff or exceptional customer service, there are nevertheless normative values built 
into the statement that one could see employees grumbling about in difficult circumstances.  
Examples of concepts which are based on subjective interpretation would be the degree of 
‘commitment’ the company has, particularly in the face of downsizing; the nature and quality 
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of its so-called ‘leadership’ position; and the extent to which its products are ‘nutritious’ and 
‘of superior value’. The point is raised to clarify that the topic of mission and mission 
statements was not clear cut in the academic literature. Many of the criticisms Bartkus, 
Glassman and McAfee (2000) and Wilson (2004) apply to other publications could as easily 
be applied to their own conceptions. 
 
In conclusion, Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) argued that excluding concepts like 
values, beliefs and organisational purpose from the mission statement would avoid the 
possibility of a gap arising between perceptions of rhetoric and practice. However, these 
concepts were central to Daft’s (2013) definition of organisational mission provided at the 
beginning of the discussion. It would seem, then, that Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000) 
consider that mission statements have a value when stripped of the components of which 
they are widely considered to consist. This is a curious position and previews the conclusion 
of the literature review about mission: that its definition is too vague and its uses too 
amorphous to be of much value in a generic sense. To be of value, mission needs to be 
explicitly defined and its meaning in the particular context explained at some depth for it to 
have efficacy and relevance.  
 
The above section discussed the nature and definition of the term ‘mission’ in general from 
the critical, academic literature. The following section discusses the term more specifically in 
relation to universities and uses both the academic and practitioner literature for its analysis.    
 
2.1.4  Mission in relation to universities  
 
Many publications offered promise of a definition and discussion of university mission, 
including the compact documents themselves (DIISRTE, 2012b, c, d, e and f), Zemsky, 
Wegner and Massy (2005) and Go8 (2008b). Unfortunately, a definition and deeper 
discussion of the meaning of the term ‘mission’, particularly in how it related to the university 
compact initiative, was missing from these publications. The following discussion analyses 
the meaning of the term ‘university mission’ at several levels and concludes with the helpful 
synthesis of mission provided by Sharrock (2012).  
 
An initial, helpful understanding of mission in universities was provided by Brown and 
Muirhead (2001). These authors argue that the mission of Australian universities was 
modelled on the guardians and advocates of civic responsibility in medieval Europe: the 
universities of Bologna, Paris and Oxford (p.18). Interestingly, the authors argue that these 
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early universities based their curricula around ‘an acute awareness of the Christian 
obligation as shaped by… the writings of Plato’ (p.19).  
 
The authors argued that civic mission was determined by Christian scripture, the classics 
and philosophy. Civic mission included many personal and religious qualities too numerous 
to mention, but which could be synthesised as personal maturity and the exercise of ethical 
responsibility to society (p.19). As the authors stated: ‘the development of good character – 
inseparably associated with civic responsibility – was considered to be at the core…’ (p.20). 
 
While Brown and Muirhead (2001) lament the loss of civic responsibility of universities in the 
reforms of recent years in Australia (they are particularly scathing about the Dawkins reforms 
of the late 1980s, p.30) they present a hope for the future with the ‘re-humanisation and 
renewal of university mission as global (truth), national (productive) and communal (civic)’ 
(p.31). What this actually meant was unclear, except that universities should re-balance the 
scale of the market-mission dynamic (discussed shortly) more towards the neglected side of 
mission. The main contribution of the Brown and Muirhead (2001) article to this discussion 
was the identification of the university’s civic mission: to develop personal maturity and 
ethical responsibility to society. It will be helpful to keep this definition in mind in the following 
review of the literature.    
 
The next level of understanding regarding university mission focuses on two publications 
which were influential in the Australian university compact initiative: Zemsky, Wegner and 
Massy (2005) and Go8 (2008b), written by Mr. Mike Gallagher (Participant EX, research 
communication, 2012). The concept of mission in the university setting was central to the 
argument of both publications. The first publication related to the public university sector in 
the U.S., while the second related to the Australian public university sector.  
 
While Zemsky, Wegner and Massy (2005) provide a helpful frame for considering the 
balance between ‘the market’ and university mission (see Figure 2a), the book was limited in 
its contribution because the concept of mission was not defined or explained in any depth. 
While the authors provide many examples of what they consider to be mission-centred 
activity, the precise meaning of a university being ‘mission-centred’ was not canvassed.  
 
The book’s central thesis was that universities can only be ‘mission-centred’ if they are 
‘market-smart’. In other words, universities need the surpluses provided by engaging in the 
competitive market place, with the income gained from students for tuition fees and from 
33 
 
 
governments for research, to enable them to have money to spend on their mission. As the 
authors note:  
 
The noble purpose of the non-profit – that is, its mission – can be achieved only if it 
has discretionary funds. (p.66)  
 
The authors argue that a balance needs to be maintained between the market and mission 
orientation of universities. Figure 2a below represents the balance between these two 
forces.  
 
 
 
  Market      
Mission  
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
            The university’s purpose 
 
 
Figure 2a The market-mission balance of universities  
 
Developed from: Zemsky, Wegner and Massy (2005); Brown and Muirhead (2001); Go8 (2008b)  
 
 
The conception of mission that Zemsky, Wegner and Massy (2005) offer is the generic and 
vague sense of “the public good” in relation to teaching, research and community 
engagement (p.59). This sense of the “public good” is contained in many documents 
regarding universities, including the compact publications, and in Australia dates all the way 
back to the Murray Committee (Murray Committee, 1957; also Go8, 2008b, p.3; Brown and 
Muirhead, 2001, p.29).  
 
Zemsky, Wegner and Massy (2005) use the terms ‘agora’ and ‘acropolis’ respectively to 
label the marketplace and mission activity in universities. The ‘agora’ symbolises the 
marketplace of contested commercial enterprise and the ‘acropolis’ symbolises the arena of 
values and mission (p.52). However not much is done with these concepts, particularly the 
‘acropolis’. A discussion regarding its ancient Greek derivation and the reason for its 
selection as a symbol of mission would have been very helpful.  
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Most of the book is concerned with the tension between commercial activities in the ‘agora’ 
and the values behind the undefined mission of the ‘acropolis’. The authors spend a great 
deal of time defining and discussing the issues of the commercial marketplace of the agora 
and the balance between the agora and acropolis that must be maintained for universities to 
remain ‘market-smart and mission-centred’. To be fair, the authors raise various ‘public 
good’ initiatives that universities they consider to have been successful have implemented, 
such as the race-conscious admissions policies enacted by the University of Michigan. The 
authors consider that this university’s avant-garde affirmative action policies ‘reminded the 
citizens of Michigan that their university remained a place of public purpose’ (p.9).  
 
The next publication for discussion is the sectoral publication by the Group of Eight 
Universities, Go8 (2008b). After having reviewed the published literature relevant to 
compacts in Australia, it is the researcher’s view that this publication is the seminal text on 
the initiative. While there were many other documents, such as Go8 (2007), Go8 (2008a), 
Gallagher (2008a), Carr (2008), DEEWR (2010b), DEEWR and DIISR (2009), DEEWR and 
DIISR (2010b), Reindl (2008a and 2008b), DIISRTE (2012a, b, c, d, e and f) and others, the 
Go8 (2008b) publication brings the various strands of the initiative together in one coherent 
document. It is the key publication of this initiative in Australia. 
 
While the Go8 (2008b) publication canvasses many issues relevant to the compacts the 
discussion regarding mission is limited. Unfortunately, as with the Zemsky, Wegner and 
Massy (2005), the term was not defined or discussed in any depth. The nature of mission 
tends to be taken as a given and generically described as “the public good”.  
 
Variations on a somewhat generic description of “the public good” in the Go8 (2008b) 
publication included the following:  
-  …the public purposes of higher education and research (p.2 citing Macklin, 2006, 
p.53)  
-  societal purposes (Go8, 2008b, p.2) 
- national socio-economic goals (p.3)  
- the implicit social compact (p.4) 
- world class higher education teaching and research (p.4)  
 
The discussion paper (Gallagher, 2008a) provided slightly more information regarding the 
meaning of the term mission by suggesting that ‘Mission clarification, based on core values 
and an appreciation of comparative strengths’ (p.14) is necessary for contemporary 
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universities in considering their strategies. The following page suggested ‘… the process of 
mission clarification, involving a focus on each university’s strengths, relates to strategic 
positioning’ (p.15).  
 
The exhortation to develop world-class higher education teaching and research noted in Go8 
(2008b) and Macklin (2006) was also contained in the compact document itself and forms 
one element of the stated nature of the ‘compact’ between the government and the higher 
education sector. One could consider that this exhortation forms the basis of the 
government’s mission for the sector. For example, the introduction to each university’s 
compact included the following:    
 
That the Commonwealth and the university share a commitment to high quality 
educational experiences and outcomes and to building research and innovation 
capabilities and international competitiveness. (DIISRTE, 2012b, c, d, e and f, p.4)  
 
However, one can question what this exhortation meant for individual universities. Many 
Australian universities are a long way from the top rankings of world universities in research 
(Gallagher, 2012; Norton, 2013, p.8). The amorphousness of the exhortation recalls the 
limitations of mission statements discussed in the preceding section of the literature review.    
 
Go8 (2008b) notes the Australian National University’s contribution to the compact 
discussion with the following quote:  
 
In a restructured system, the missions of different universities must become 
increasingly, genuinely and pragmatically different. Public funding for universities 
should match their mission, fully funding agreed activities, and recognising different 
costs related to different missions. (p.8)   
 
Similar to Zemsky, Wegner and Massy (2005) and Macklin (2006), the quote reflects the 
extent of definition and depth of discussion regarding university mission in Go8 (2008b). A 
discussion of what was meant by mission could have enriched the debate about how 
universities were supposed to become ‘increasingly, genuinely and pragmatically different’ 
(p.8). Without such a discussion, it is hard to envisage how the exhortation explicit in the 
above quote can be put into practice.  
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Sharrock (2012) moves the discussion to a deeper level by providing a configuration of 
university mission, which he later correlates with the nature of management required to 
develop the mission. Sharrock’s (2012) view of university mission priority and development 
was helpful in discussing the results of the research (chapter 5).   
The author argues that the university mission statement is a balancing act between an 
‘infinite mission and finite means’ (Sharrock, 2012, p.323). By this he means that universities 
have numerous missions to fulfil and that achieving a balance between all the competing 
values, objectives, goals and stakeholders, with constrained financial resources, is 
challenging.  
The argument presented in the article is that universities are complex organisations and that 
the ‘enlightenment agenda’ of traditional, collegial academia (such as Brown and Muirhead, 
2001) must find a way to work with the professional management of the ‘enterprise capability 
agenda’ (such as the ‘market’ in Zemsky, Wegner and Massy, 2005 and the ‘enterprise 
university’ of Marginson and Considine, 2000, discussed later).   
Sharrock (2012) argues that the university’s mission consists of a complex interaction 
between four key issues: programs, people, systems and strategy. In balancing the tensions 
between competing capabilities, focus and resources, the author proposes four main ‘zones’ 
or aspects of mission development. The four zones bridge the collegial decision-making of 
academia with professional management. The four zones are the ‘Professional Community’, 
‘Creative Engagement’, ‘System Integrity’ and ‘Sustainable Enterprise’ (pp.326-327). Figure 
2b, below, is a modification of two figures from Sharrock (2012) which illustrate the four 
zones of mission development.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
37 
 
 
          Local flexibility 
Mission Zone  Professional Community         Creative Engagement 
Mgmt. approach* Collegiality           Engagement 
Internal focus        External focus 
Mgmt. approach* Systematic    Strategic 
Mission Zone     System Integrity   Sustainable Enterprise 
      Institutional stability 
Figure 2b: Sharrock’s (2012) configuration of university mission  
Source: Adapted from Sharrock (2012) Figures 1 and 2, p. 331 
 
Note: Sharrock (2012) uses the term ‘archetypes of good management’ in Figure 2, p.331 but does 
not explain the reason for using the term. Given the predominance of the Jungian connotation of the 
term ‘archetype’ (Clift and Clift, 1989; Jung, 1965 and Jacobi, 1968), the term has been modified as 
‘management approach’ in Figure 2b above.   
 
At the top of Figure 2b, the focus of ‘Local Flexibility’ denotes the collegial decision-making 
and consensus processes of academia. The two zones of mission development which 
require such flexibility are ‘Professional Community’ and ‘Creative Engagement’. 
Professional Community is said to be internally focussed and aims to develop the academic 
collegiality familiar from Brown and Muirhead (2001). Creative Engagement is externally 
focussed and aims to develop the learning, discovery and innovation so essential to 
university activity.  
At the bottom of Figure 2b, ‘Institutional Stability’ is considered to be the key focus of the 
university’s mission required by ‘the market’ and professional management. The two zones 
of mission development which require such a focus are ‘System Integrity’ and ‘Sustainable 
Enterprise’. System Integrity is internally focussed on ‘ensuring coherent processes to 
support governance, planning, academic standards, and quality assurance’ (Sharrock, 2012, 
p.326). Sustainable Enterprise is focussed on the external environment, such as the 
competitive university market and government policy and funding settings, to ensure the 
survival of the university (p.327).  
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Sharrock (2012) summarises the concerns of these four zones by stating that in the 
Professional Community ‘people and culture rule’, in the Creative Engagement zone ‘the 
public benefit rules’, in the System Integrity zone ‘policy and procedure rule’ and in the 
Sustainable Enterprise zone ‘SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats) rules’ 
(p.330).  
While the author acknowledges that not all mission statements fit neatly within his 
framework, he argues that Creative Engagement forms the main driver of mission in 
Australian universities. He argues that the other three zones ‘translate’ the mission of 
Creative Engagement into ‘more concrete goals and actions’ (p.328). While this contention is 
arguable - no evidence is produced to suggest the driving nature of Creative Engagement - it 
is an interesting contention that relates to the results of the research.  
 
The author continues by adapting Quinn’s ‘competing values’ management framework 
(p.332) to the style of management required for each zone of mission. Sharrock (2012) 
argues that for the collegiality required to develop Professional Community the most 
effective management style would be ‘mentor and facilitator’. For the stakeholder 
engagement required for Creative Engagement, the author argues that the most effective 
management style would be ‘innovator and broker’. For the systematic approach of System 
Integrity he proposes the management style of ‘monitor and coordinator’, while for 
Sustainable Enterprise the strategic requirement suggests a management style of ‘producer 
and director’. The author details the kinds of practices required for each of these 
management styles (Sharrock, 2012, pp.334-335), however discussion of management style 
was beyond the scope of the research.   
The value of Sharrock (2012) to the research was that it enables a conceptualisation of the 
competing forces in university mission. The article provides a discussion of a number of 
university missions, including the University of Ballarat’s Charter (Sharrock, 2012, Table 3, 
p.329) to illustrate the spread of the four aspects of mission orientation in each university’s 
mission statement. The relevance of Sharrock’s model to the results of the research is 
discussed in Chapter 5.  
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2.1.5 Summary of the discussion of mission  
 
The conclusion of the analysis of the literature review on mission was that the definition of 
the term was varied and contested in the general academic literature and largely undefined 
in the practitioner literature. While the general academic literature provided in-depth 
discussion of the meaning of mission, such as Bartkus, Glassman and McAfee (2000), it was 
often the case that the meaning in one publication was different to another.  
 
The university practitioner literature revealed that the use of the term mission was undefined 
and largely taken as a given. While there were examples of what the various authors 
considered to be “the public good” of a university’s mission, a precise meaning of mission 
and a deep discussion of how it could be developed and operationalised by a university, was 
not provided. The limitation regarding the lack of a definition and depth of discussion in the 
Australian university practitioner literature contributed to the first recommendation of the 
research, discussed in Chapter 5. 
 
Brown and Muirhead (2001) and Sharrock (2012) provided greater depth regarding the 
meaning and development of mission from the academic literature on universities. Sharrock 
(2012) provided a helpful lens through which to view the competing forces of Australian 
university missions and is discussed further in Chapter 5.  
 
The next stage of the literature review analyses the second key term of the research: the 
term ‘compact’.  
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2.2 The term ‘compact’ and the international compact literature  
 
2.2.1 Introduction 
 
This section of the literature review analyses the key literature in relation to the term 
‘compact’. The purpose of the analysis is similar to that of the term ‘mission’ above: to 
provide a context and meaning of the term in relation to the research.  
 
Similar to the discussion of the term ‘mission’, it must be acknowledged that the research 
was not primarily about the meanings and organisational implementations of a generic 
compact. The meanings and organisational implementations of a compact could have been 
a PhD-level study in itself without reference to the Australian university sector.  
 
The literature review for the study found the most prolific publications on compact-like 
arrangements were from the UK community services sector followed by the Australian 
community services sector, the US governmental and public university sectors and the UK 
university sector.  
 
While quite extensive in its own right, the literature on New Zealand’s “Profiles and Charters” 
tertiary education initiative over the period 2002-07 was limited in relation to the discussion 
of the specific meanings of ‘Profile’ and particularly ‘Charter’. The term was subsumed under 
the larger context of the ‘Tertiary Education Strategy 2002-07’ (NZ Ministry of Education, 
2002) of which Profiles and Charters were one component. The later discussion of the New 
Zealand initiative will show that it was quite different from the original design of the 
Australian compact initiative, although when implemented they turned out to be quite similar 
in nature. The lack of a specific definition and deeper discussion of the term ‘Profiles and 
Charters’ in the New Zealand publications was not unlike the lack of definition and depth of 
discussion regarding compacts in Australia’s tertiary education publications over 2009-12.  
 
The analysis of the literature showed that the use of the term ‘compact’ had been imported 
into the Australian university context from the international setting and particularly the UK 
and Australian community services sectors (Go8, 2008b, pp.3-7). The reason for noting this 
point is to clarify the scope of the following discussion and to acknowledge that use of the 
term in the Australian university setting was new at the time.   
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The extent of publications on the meaning of the term ‘compact’ in the Australian university 
sector over 2009-12 was very limited. Given the newness of the initiative in the sector, this 
was perhaps not surprising. The un-refereed papers authored by Mike Gallagher constituted 
the bulk of publications that have a discussion of the term in any depth in the Australian 
university context (Go8, 2008b; Gallagher, 2008a and b). The Australian government 
papers, such as DEEWR and DIISR (2009) and the compact documents themselves 
(DIISRTE, 2012b, c, d, e and f) use the term but do not discuss its meaning.  
 
The analysis of the literature revealed that the concept of mutual accountability between the 
relevant parties in a compact was of particular relevance. The concept was widely 
canvassed in the community services literature in the UK and Australia and the university 
compact literature in the UK, US and, to a limited extent, in the Australian university setting. 
The argument raised in this literature review was that the application of ‘mutual 
accountability’ had a specific context which may have been confused in practice with the 
incentives and sanctions of the purchaser-provider relationship. Several of the examples 
provided in the National Governors Association publication ‘Innovation America. A compact 
for post-secondary education’ (NGA, 2007), discussed below, suggest such a confusion of 
accountability models.  
 
The context of mutual accountability discussed in the UK and Australian community services 
literature was somewhat different from the Australian university context and, as the 
influential article by Brown and Jagadananda (2007) argue:  
 
…when parties understand their relationship in terms of different underlying models 
(of accountability) serious problems can arise. (p.10)   
 
The analysis of the relevant literature suggested that the concept of mutual accountability 
was of particular relevance to the establishment of a deeper understanding of the term 
‘compact’.  
 
2.2.2 Criteria of a ‘compact’  
 
The particular resonance of the term ‘compact’ was introduced in Chapter 1. There was 
something associated with the term ‘compact’ that went beyond the more instrumentalist 
connotations of the term ‘contract’. A contract implies an exchange of goods or something of 
value for mutual financial benefit. The term may even have connotations of the potential for 
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one party to take advantage over the other, such as with manipulation and exploitation 
(Jackson, Schuler and Werner, 2009). As these authors note:  
 
Because of the difficulty of writing an unambiguous agreement anticipating all the 
situations that will occur over its life, disputes will inevitably occur over the contract’s 
interpretation and application. (p.534)   
 
These authors proceed to outline the inevitability of disputes over contracts and the various 
mechanisms for resolving them from both parties’ perspectives. The expectation of 
disputation leads to the more contested relationships and, in the workplace, the conflicted 
context more typical of the pluralist model discussed earlier (Stone, 2011).  
 
These initial considerations were relevant when considering the compact because it 
suggested a deeper, more trusting and less adversarial relationship than a contract. The 
participant quoted in Chapter 1 referred to the ‘emotional dimension’ of the compact in the 
first interview for the research, raising the issue as an early dimension to attend to.   
 
The Go8 (2008b) publication noted that similar terms to ‘compact’ used in the international 
literature were accord, agreement, charter, concordat, cooperation program, memorandum, 
partnership and strategy (p.19; originally sourced from Casey et al., 2008, p.3).  
 
While the term ‘mission’ may be a single term used to denote many purposes, it appeared 
that the term ‘compact’ was one of many terms used to suggest the singular idea of trust 
between parties who, it was suggested, should be ‘partners’.   
 
The following seven points constitute the meanings of the term ‘compact’ which emerged 
from the analysis of the international literature. The analysis will show that there were 
several occasions when what was alleged in the literature may have been open to different 
interpretation.  
 
An arrangement between two parties could be considered to be a ‘compact’ when:  
 
1. the agreement was between two parties who were in an alliance based on a 
relationship of mutual obligation 
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2. the underlying model of accountability between the parties was one of mutual 
accountability, rather than the purchaser-provider model of accountability such as 
existed in a contract 
3. both parties to the compact had agreed meaningful measures for addressing 
breaches of the compact and that these measures were more social and relational 
rather than legal and financial 
4. both parties in the compact had equal power; however, compacts of unequal power 
were possible when the stronger party provided means by which it could be held 
accountable 
5. a high level of trust between the parties was in evidence 
6. there was a lengthy history of effective relationships between the parties, the nature 
of which in some cases was implicit rather than explicit 
7. the compact involved extensive stakeholder engagement with various sectors of the 
relevant communities.    
 
The criteria above raise the question of whether the Australian university compacts could 
have been successful given the lack of several of the above elements in the initiative. For 
example, the two parties – a university and the Commonwealth government – were in a 
purchaser-provider relationship of contractual accountability, not the mutual accountability 
relevant to allies; the two parties were of unequal power; there were no accountability 
measures for the government’s side of the relationship; there were quite strong, published 
comments from both sides which questioned the level of trust between the parties; there had 
not been a lengthy history of compact-like funding arrangements between them; and that 
there was no requirement for stakeholder engagement in the development of the compact.  
 
The concept of mutual accountability was an explicit attribution of meaning of the term 
‘compact’ in the UK and Australian community services settings. Drawing on Brown and 
Jagadananda (2007), Casey et al. (2008) argue that ‘compacts can be seen as a part of a 
mutual obligation approach to partnerships and accountability’ (p.4). The authors suggest 
that the term ‘compact’ involves a level of trust that reaches into mutual obligation and 
mutual accountability in a significantly different way to that of the term ‘contract’ in the 
purchaser-provider context (Brown and Jagadananda, 2007).  
 
The distinction between the concepts of mutual obligation between allies on the one hand 
and the contractual accountability of the partner-provider model on the other, was helpful to 
a deeper analysis of the term ‘compact’ in the Australian university sector (Brown and 
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Jagadananda, 2007, Casey et al. 2008).  It will be argued that the context of allies in the 
community services sector, which may have enabled “mutual obligation and accountability”, 
may not have been transferable to the purchaser-provider relationship between universities 
and government in Australia. At a deeper level, perhaps there had been a difference of 
understanding about the underlying models of interaction, as Brown and Jagadananda 
(2007, p.10) suggest. While the later parts of Go8 (2008b, p.18) acknowledge that the 
compacts, as they were evolving at the time, were different from those proposed in Macklin 
(2006), the analysis suggested that the concept of mutual accountability may have had a 
significantly different underlying model of operation. The analysis of the literature suggested 
that the trust and partnership of particular sectoral compacts had quite specific contexts 
which were not necessarily relevant when used out of that sector.   
 
The literature review now turns to the discussion of the meaning and uses of international 
compact-like arrangements with a focus on the underlying models of accountability between 
parties.  
 
2.2.3 International compact literature from the community services sector  
 
Brown and Jagadananda (2007) provide a helpful platform from which to begin the analysis 
of the international compact literature. The authors use a discussion of the terms ‘legitimacy’ 
and ‘accountability’ in CSOs (civil society organisations, p.4) to contrast the various types of 
accountability between parties. The authors argue that the issues of legitimacy and 
accountability are relevant to CSOs for three reasons: 
 
1. That CSOs ‘mobilize people and resources through commitments to social values 
and missions that enhance the public good’ (p.5) 
2. That CSOs have ‘diverse stakeholders that make competing accountability claims’ 
(p.5) 
3. That CSOs take up issues on behalf of poor or marginalized groups (p.5), a role 
which could equally be termed ‘advocacy’.  
 
Similarities between the roles of the CSO and the Australian university sector can be 
discerned in the commitment to a mission that enhances the public good, diverse 
stakeholders and advocacy, in the university case, on behalf of students.  
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In regard to accountability, Brown and Jagadananda (2007) argue for three types of 
relationship:   
 
1. Representative accountability, achieved through elections  
2. Principal-agent, achieved through a contract  
3. Mutual accountability between allies in a partnership, achieved through a compact.  
 
The first type, representative accountability, consists of the CSO being accountable to its 
various constituents, particularly the needs of marginalised groups. The relationship between 
the parties was that: constituents elected CSO representatives to act on their behalf; voters 
worked with CSO representatives to define and articulate mandates and priorities; and 
voters, the press and oversight agencies assess the performance of the representatives. Of 
particular relevance to the research was that complaints and redress for grievance are 
achieved primarily through electoral sanctions, that is, CSO representatives could be voted 
out of office (Brown and Jagadananda, 2007, p.12).  
 
The second type of accountability, the principal-agent model, is from the ‘business world’ 
(Brown and Jagadananda, 2007, p.10) and is focussed on designing incentives for the agent 
to achieve the principal’s interests. The status of the parties was that: principals hired agents 
to act on their behalf; the principal and agent negotiated the contract and its performance 
measures;  the agent reported to the principal on performance; and that both parties assess 
how each has lived up to the contract. Of relevance to this analysis was that complaints and 
redress for grievance were enforced through the legal system with financial or legal 
sanctions (p.12).  
 
Brown and Jagadananda (2007) argue that the third type of mutual accountability is the most 
relevant to CSOs because of their need to develop alliances with other CSOs to thereby gain 
greater leverage with donors and government. With mutual accountability the relationship 
between parties was one of engagement to ‘achieve shared goals’ (p.12); that the parties 
influenced each other in their development of shared values, goals and their compacts; that 
the parties and peers assessed performance as defined by the compact agreement and 
reported to each other on compact-related goals and activities. Of relevance to this analysis 
was that complaints and redress for grievance were conducted through peer networks and 
involved ‘identity and reputation sanctions’ (p.12).  
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The discussion illustrates significant differences between the three types of accountability 
regarding the nature of the relationship between the parties, how the goals and priorities for 
action were developed and the particular methods for complaint and redress of grievance.     
 
Brown and Jagadananda (2007) argue that relationships of mutual accountability rest on 
‘shared understanding, respect, trust and mutual influence’ (p.10) and that violations of the 
relationship resulted in social and relational sanctions. The mutual accountability model was 
applicable to the relative equality of allies in a sectoral relationship and involved no financial 
or legal sanctions. The principal-agent model rested on financial incentives and violations 
resulted in financial and legal sanctions.  
 
The model of mutual accountability found its way into the Australian community services and 
university compact literature. Both Casey et al. (2008, p.4) and Go8 (2008b, p.5) cited Brown 
and Jagadananda’s (2007) admonition regarding the need for a compact to be based on 
‘shared values, aspirations and social identities’ (p.10). Casey et al. (2008) used the concept 
in relation to the Australian community services sector and Go8 (2008b) to the Australian 
university sector.  
 
The following discussion argues that the model of mutual accountability in the university-
government ‘compacts’ of the US, UK, New Zealand and Australia were of quite a different 
nature to those of CSOs in an alliance. Analysis of the literature suggests that both the 
relevant sectoral context of the term ‘compact’, and the consequent type of accountability for 
that sector, has possibly been misaligned in the Australian university purchaser-provider 
setting.  
 
It should be noted, however, that both Go8 (2008b) and Macklin (2006) argue for a more 
trusting and open relationship between the government and universities in Australia. Indeed, 
many of the contemporaneous Group of Eight publications argue for the “re-building of trust” 
(Go8, 2008b, p.4) between these two parties (Go8 2008a & b; Gallagher 2008a & b; PM, 
2/8/12). Go8 (2008b) specifically canvasses the issue of the principal-agent accountability of 
the so-called ‘managed market’  in the university setting and the mutual accountability of the 
community services sector in the UK (p.5). However, the publication quickly moves on to the 
use of compacts in the Australian community services sector and passes over, without 
comment, the differences between the sector contexts and types of accountability. 
Discussion of the issue in Go8 (2008b) ends with the note that ‘compacts have emerged as 
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a corrective to the negative impacts of the purchaser-provider model of government relations 
with community service agencies’ (p.5).  
 
The above comment conjures the admonition of Brown and Jagadananda (2007) that 
‘serious problems can arise’ (p.10) when parties understand their relationship with different 
types of accountability. Just because mutual accountability had arisen as a helpful concept 
for relations between CSO providers in the UK may not be a reason for supposing it would 
be a relevant model for the purchaser-provider relationship between universities and 
government in Australia.    
 
Brown and Jagadananda (2007) argue that when the assumptions that underlie the different 
operating models were surfaced the various parties could experience the social and 
relational sanctions implicit in the mutual accountability model such that ‘colleagues feel 
misled or betrayed’ (p.10). It was relevant to the thesis that the disenchantment expressed in 
this statement was echoed in the comments of some of the research participants and in the 
New Zealand literature on ‘Profiles and Charters’. For example, recommendation 9 of the 
critical review titled ‘Making use? Views of the usefulness of the Tertiary Education Strategy, 
2002-07’ (NZ Ministry of Education, 2006a) stated that the universities would prefer the 
Tertiary Education Commission (the relevant government university body in New Zealand) to 
be a ‘positive partner and less of an adversary… but there needs to be a way to do so 
consistently’ (p.3). Analysis of the literature suggested that the transportation of the mutual 
accountability model, involving the obligation of allies in the community services sector, into 
the purchaser-provider context of the Australian university compacts was perhaps bound to 
disappoint.  
 
The information contained in Table 1 of Brown and Jagadananda (2007, p.12) suggested a 
possible cause for the misalignment of the accountability models in the Australian university 
compacts. As the table was presented, it appeared that the ‘mutual accountability’ model 
was not specifically identified with a relationship between allies. In an earlier page (p.10), the 
authors had made clear that the model of mutual accountability was relevant to allies and not 
to the agents and principals in a contract. It may have been helpful for the authors to include 
the nature of the relationship between parties, such as ‘electoral’, ‘purchaser/provider’ and 
‘allies’ in the sub-headings of the table to avoid the assumptions which could be construed 
when the models were taken out of context. 
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The above discussion sets the context and accountability model of the term ‘compact’ in the 
community services sector.  
 
2.2.4 Monopsony and longevity of compact arrangements  
 
Casey et al. (2008) provide a thorough review of community services compacts in Australia, 
Canada and the UK and refer to the USA and a number of other countries. The authors 
make a helpful contribution to the compact debate by introducing the concept of 
‘monopsony’, which they define as ‘when a single buyer achieves similar control (as a 
monopoly) over a multitude of competing producers’ (p.6). In other words, the government 
was the dominant purchaser of CSO services and therefore had a ‘monopsony’ in the sector. 
It will be argued that this factor was a central feature of not only the community services 
sector but also the university sector in Australia. The dominance of the government as a 
monopsony in the two sectors appeared to be the one area of similarity between them. 
Beyond this one similarity, the differences between the two sectors emerged in relation to 
the different histories and nature of the relationships particularly between government and 
the sector organisations, whether CSO or university, as will be discussed.  
 
Casey et al. (2008) outlined the history of compacts in the CSO sector in the UK and noted 
that various CSO organisations and government relations dated back quite lengthy periods. 
For example, the authors noted that the National Council of Voluntary Organisations dated 
back to the 1930s; the Charities Commission, which was able to make minor adjustments to 
the definition of charity dated back to the 1601 Statute of Elizabeth I; and the Voluntary 
Services Unit in the Home Office dated back to the 1970s (pp.5-6). The advent of the CSO 
compact in the UK in 1998 (Casey, et al. 2008, p.8; HM Revenue and Customs, 2012) was 
built on a lengthy history of relationships between the CSO sector and the government.  
 
The authors present a number of factors regarding the 1998 UK community services 
compact process that was relevant to the research. Two key points were:    
  
1. The compact was not a legally binding document (p.8) 
 
2. That while there were no mechanisms to recognise good or poor practice, ‘there 
were no penalties for those who did not comply with the Compact’ (p.9).  
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These two features were keys to understanding the mutual accountability model of compacts 
in the UK community services sector. The UK community services compact did not involve 
legal or financial sanctions and therefore could not be construed as a contract. The contrast 
with the international university compact arrangements, including Australia’s, was clear. It 
will be argued that Australia’s university compacts did not exist in a relationship of mutual 
accountability and did involve quite severe legal and financial sanctions.   
 
The final contrast of relevance provided by Casey et al. (2008) was to highlight the 
importance of the advocacy role of CSOs (p.9). Analysis of the literature showed that the 
nature and texture of relationships between the CSOs and government was quite sensitive 
because it involved not only funding, but also advocacy for the less advantaged in society. 
The sensitivity of the role of advocacy by a CSO with a government, which may also be 
funding its operation, runs through the relevant community services literature on compacts 
(Brown and Jagadananda, 2007; Casey et al. 2008; UK Cabinet Office, 2010a and b). That 
individual universities in Australia did not have an advocacy role with government specifically 
for the less advantaged reinforced the contrast between the two types of compacts.   
 
To conclude the discussion of compacts in the UK community services sector, the most 
recent compact (UK Cabinet Office, 2010a and b) included discussion of how the 
government could be ‘held accountable and what options are in place for dealing with 
departures from the Compact’ (UK Cabinet Office, 2010b, p.3). The document outlines a 
range of options CSOs and individuals could take if they considered the government to have 
abrogated some element of the compact. The options included direct contact with The Office 
for Civil Society in the Cabinet Office (p.4) and the ‘Compact Voice’ (p.5) which supported 
the voluntary sector.  
 
These features suggest that the concept of mutual accountability had some meaning in the 
UK compact and that the government acknowledged it too needed to be held accountable. 
The explicit acknowledgement by the UK government of its accountability, not just its 
commitment, and the accountability measures included in the Compact for the government, 
were in contrast to both the American and Australian university compacts.    
 
2.2.5 U.K. university compacts 
 
Before leaving the UK literature, the analysis turns briefly to the UK university compacts 
which Go8 (2008b, pp.5-6) also canvassed. While there were variations in detail, the thrust 
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of the UK university compacts was in relation to increasing access and transition support for 
less advantaged students into some form of tertiary education (HECFE, 2008). HECFE 
(2008) labelled such an effort a ‘compact’ by the relevant university with its local community, 
defining the ‘compact’ as: 
 
…a set of arrangements between HEIs  (higher education institutions), schools and 
colleges that provide special conditions or consideration for entry into the HEI. (p.5)  
 
HECFE (2008) noted that 51 institutions ‘engaged up to 60,000 learners in around 1,700 
schools and colleges and help at least 8,000 people enter HE every year’ (p.4). The 
definition and discussion of the compact did not include the university’s relationship with 
government, which was a core component of both the community services compacts and the 
Australian university compacts.     
 
While Go8 (2008b) suggested that the UK university compacts were well accepted by stating 
that ‘51 institutions were offering some form of compact’ (p.6), the HECFE (2008) article 
makes clear that not only was the term ‘compact’ rejected by many of the institutions but that 
the nature of the compacts was to engage learners to get into higher education (p.4). The 
researcher’s view was that this kind of compact was far removed from the holistic, 
government-university relationship envisaged in the Australian university compact and, 
indeed, from the UK community services compacts.  
 
Go8 (2008b) also raises the Higher Education Innovation Fund of 1999 (p.5) as an allusion 
to the prevalence and success of the UK university compacts. The HE Innovation Fund 
aimed to create better linkages between business and the public sector including ‘third 
stream’ or the community services sector. However, as the Go8 (2008b) article 
acknowledges, the fund was administered by formula (p.5) and while institutional strategies 
were required, the link to compacts in the sense of the Australian university initiative was 
limited.  
 
While elements of the Australian university compact of 2011-13 were similar to the UK 
HECFE (2008) ‘compacts’, such as the attempt to increase access and participation of less 
advantaged students, in few other respects was there a connection between the two types of 
compact. Indeed, the term ‘compact’ was contested by many of the UK universities as noted 
in HECFE (2008): ‘many HEIs do not use the term ‘compact’ at all, and some feel that this 
term is an inappropriate description of what they do’ (p.5). Given the different nature of the 
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UK university compacts, and the contested use of the term by the universities, the analysis 
suggested that the relevance of these initiatives to the Australian university compacts was 
limited. The literature review turns to the context of compacts in the USA.  
 
2.2.6 U.S. interstate compacts  
 
The literature review revealed that there were two kinds of compacts in the USA that were 
relevant to the research: interstate compacts (Masters and Oppenheim, 2006) and the public 
university compacts (National Governors Association, 2007). Both these kinds of compacts 
were raised in Go8 (2008b, p.6). The literature review presents the discussion of the 
interstate compacts before proceeding to the American university compacts.  
 
According to Masters and Oppenheim (2006), interstate compacts were used primarily for 
resolving boundary disputes and were active ‘throughout the history of the United States’ 
(p.24), a period of over 200 years. The authors note that there were over 200 interstate 
compacts in effect at the time of publication (p.24). These figures suggest a longevity and 
penetration of compacts in inter-state relations in the US that dwarfed the context of the 
Australian university compacts.  
 
Reindl (2008a) notes the majority of the history of interstate compacts in the USA has been 
one of voluntary and largely implicit, rather than contractual or compulsory, relationships 
between states. Both Reindl (2008a) and Masters and Oppenheim (2006) argue that the 
trend of interstate compacts was for them to become more explicit. Masters and Oppenheim 
(2006) acknowledge that interstate commissions were being set up to implement and 
regulate this kind of compact.  These authors also state that ‘the interstate compacts 
continued to enjoy wide appeal as an effective tool’ (p.24). Given that the interstate 
compacts had largely been implicit and yet had been effective for over 200 years, and had 
developed to a pool of over 200 compacts, suggests that they had been widely used and 
well received.  
 
The relevance of the US interstate compacts to the research was in regard to the level of 
trust required for an effective compact. The history, nature, prevalence and effectiveness of 
the US interstate compacts suggested that the level of trust and mutual cooperation between 
the parties was high. As the authors note, the interstate compacts  ‘…provide a ‘shared 
power’ approach that allows states to preserve their sovereignty…’ (p.29).  
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The US interstate compact literature suggests that the equality of power between the parties 
contributed to the sense of mutual obligation and trust between them. The fact that the US 
interstate compacts were between ‘sovereign’ states within the USA, rather than between 
unequal parties, added weight to the argument that the mutual accountability model must 
include reciprocal accountability measures for both parties, not just one of them.  
 
The US interstate compact example contributed to the definition provided earlier in this 
section: that a successful compact was more easily made between parties of equal power. 
However, as in the case of the UK community services sector, the definition extended to the 
idea that a compact could be between parties of unequal power if both parties had 
meaningful measures of mutual accountability agreed between them. While the UK 
community services sector was not able to impose financial sanctions on the UK 
government, the UK government acknowledged its accountability and attempted to find 
meaningful measures to demonstrate its commitment to the relationship. As noted in the 
earlier discussion, given the disparity of power between the parties in the UK community 
services sector compact, such an acknowledgement of responsibility was significant in the 
compact literature.     
 
Having set the context of mutual accountability in the UK community services and US 
interstate compacts, the literature review now turns to the US university sector.  
 
2.2.7 U.S. public university compacts 
 
Reindl (2008a) provides a helpful overview of the three types of compacts which he argues 
are typical of the US public university sector. The three types of compacts are: 
 
1. Revenue stabilisation compacts  
2. Capacity-building compacts 
3. State-wide public agenda compacts (Reindl, 2008a, slide 4).  
 
The following discussion provides an analytical outline of each of these three types of 
compact.  
 
1. Revenue stabilisation compacts 
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Reindl (2008a) argues that this type of compact has the narrowest focus of the three  
because it is an agreement about the level of tuition fees the university imposes in exchange 
for a financial subsidy from the relevant state government. The author gives the University of 
Michigan’s compact as an example of this type because it is solely about the university’s 
revenue stream, which is comprised of tuition fees and state subsidy.  
 
The University of Michigan (which the researcher has visited) was an exemplar university 
from the perspective of Zemsky, Wegner and Massy’s (2005) argument regarding the need 
for universities to enter the ‘agora’ of the competitive marketplace. These authors noted that 
by 1991, when the decision to impose student tuition fees in the California system was finally 
implemented, the University of Michigan already received 31% of its core revenues from 
student tuition and fee income (p.8). While Zemsky, Wegner and Massy (2005) proceed to 
extol the University of Michigan for its affirmative action policies, the economics of this so-
called ‘compact’ suggest that it was more of a contract between the state government and 
university regarding revenue.  
 
The argument proposed in the literature review is that the revenue-stabilisation compact is 
an example of a commercial contract about financial matters for both parties. There is 
nothing in this type of ‘compact’ which conjures any part of the seven components of the 
term ‘compact’ outlined earlier.    
 
2. Capacity-building compacts  
 
Reindl (2008a) argues that this type of compact has a broader focus than simply being an 
agreement between the university and the state regarding sources of the university’s 
revenue. The author argues that the California and Maryland state university compacts are 
examples of the capacity building compact because they consist of an agreement between 
the state and the university regarding subsidy assurance in exchange for enrolment, 
completion and efficiency gains.  
 
Analysis suggests that this kind of ‘compact’ is really a type of contract in which performance 
measures, such as enrolment numbers and completion rates, are agreed between the 
parties for financial compensation. Interestingly, a more recent, post-GFC (global financial 
crisis) article by Kallison and Cohen (2010) argue for a similar arrangement, which is also 
really a performance-based contract.  
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3. State-wide public agenda compacts  
 
Reindl (2008a) presents this type of compact as having the broadest focus of the three. He 
suggests that the Kentucky, North Dakota and Virginia compacts are examples of this type 
because they are agreements between the relevant state and university system regarding 
greater autonomy for the university in exchange for the fulfilment of state priorities. It is this 
type of compact that the National Governors Association publication (NGA, 2007) espoused 
as the most comprehensive type of compact. Yet, as will be discussed shortly, it is hard to 
see how a ‘commitment’ by a state government to provide greater autonomy, in exchange 
for well-established control over revenue, is somehow a ‘compact’ as defined earlier.   
 
Each of the three types of compacts outlined above can be more appropriately described as 
a contract. The financial incentives and sanctions are on the side of the more powerful 
partner, the relevant US state government, and illustrate the lack of a reciprocal 
accountability measures. In the above so-called ‘compacts’, there are no measures by which 
the relevant state government can be held to account by the university. While one may think 
that governments can be voted out at popular elections, the constituency that votes at 
elections in both the USA and Australia is the populace, not a particular organisation.   
 
The literature on the American university compacts provides the clearest illustration of the 
potential for confusion between the mutual accountability of a compact and the purchaser-
provider accountability of a contract. The potential for confusion was most obvious in NGA 
(2007). While most of the document reflected the mutual accountability rhetoric familiar to 
the reader from the above discussion, many of the examples of mutual accountability were 
analysed as the accountability measures of a contract.  
 
NGA (2007) states that the mutual accountability of the US post-secondary compact has 
‘tools to enforce the compact on both sides… (which) include transparency, rewards, and 
penalties or sanctions for failing to meet expectations’ (p.1). The reader will note the use of 
‘penalties, rewards and sanctions’ were noticeably absent from the earlier discussion 
regarding mutual accountability. The ‘sanctions’ of mutual accountability were said to be 
relational and social, rather than legal or financial (Brown and Jagadananda, 2007, pp.10 
and 12).  
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By page 6 of NGA (2007) the mutual accountability of both parties had been refined to an 
agreement which:  
 
 …holds institutions accountable for meeting a set of performance standards in 
exchange for a state commitment to budget stability and a reduction in regulatory and 
budgetary burdens on the system. (p.6)  
 
The statement is illustrative of the confusion between the purchaser-provider contract and 
the model of mutual accountability in the compact process in three respects. First, the 
statement includes the financial performance incentives and possible sanctions on the 
university suggestive of a contract. Second, the statement suggests that institutions would 
be held accountable for financial and performance measures in return for a ‘commitment’ by 
the state government to maintain budget stability and reduce regulatory burden. The 
university’s accountabilities had not been reciprocated by the state government, with the 
state government only held to a ‘commitment’.  
 
One does not have to look far to assess the degree of obligation governments feel 
constrained to deliver in relation to a ‘commitment’. Indeed, the promise of financial stability 
NGA (2007) suggests was short-lived enough with the Global Financial Crisis of 2008-09. 
Smith (2012) and MacDonald (2012) show that the California State University system 
reduced its budget by $750 million over 2010-11 due to lower than expected state revenues 
and that the overall fall in the system’s budget position was 27% in two years. The system 
then had a $1 trillion deficit (Smith, 2012). The commitment of the Australian government to 
the mutual accountability of its university compacts is discussed later in the chapter.  
 
The third way in which NGA (2007) illustrates that unequal parties had more difficulty in 
developing a mutually accountable relationship was the acknowledgement of the disparity of 
power them. NGA (2007) acknowledges that it is the state government that holds both the 
regulatory framework and financial purse-strings (p.6). While the publication discusses ways 
in which a state might find ways in which it could develop a commitment to its public 
university system (pp.15-17), most of the examples provided illustrated the financial 
sanctions of the purchaser-provider contract.  
 
The two exemplar ‘compacts’ as presented by NGA (2007) in Table 1 (pp.8-9) under the 
heading of ‘mutual accountability’, are the Kansas and California state university systems. 
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The examples provided are intended to be ‘State Best Practices’ regarding mutual 
accountability and are cited in Go8 (2008b, p.6) and provided in Appendix 3 of that 
publication (p.31).  
 
The Kansas system of ‘mutual accountability’ included the following statements:   
 
The Board of Regents reviews and approves institutional improvement plans based 
on core indicators of quality performance developed in cooperation with each 
institution. The receipt of any new state funding is tied to how well these indicators 
are met at the end of the yearly evaluation cycle. (NGA, 2007, p.9)  
 
Kansas is one of the few state systems that uses withholding penalties to maintain 
institutional accountability… in fact, during the last evaluation cycle, one Kansas 
institution received two-thirds of its scheduled funding increase while two institutions 
received no increase. (p.16)   
 
California’s ‘best practice’ of mutual accountability states, in part:   
 
The state’s Higher Education Compact, established in 2004, stabilized university-
system funding in return for measurable outputs. (p.9)  
 
The compact doesn’t indicate what occurs if the systems do not meet their goals or 
the state falls short on its commitment. (p.12)   
 
The two examples illustrate the confusion between the dynamics of mutual accountability 
and the purchaser-provider contract. In the Kansas case, the confusion is shown by the 
promise of extra funding for the achievement of performance indicators and the denial of 
funding if performance targets are not met. These tactics are clear examples of the principal 
providing incentives for its agents to achieve targets, which is the definition of the purchaser-
provider relationship in Brown and Jagadananda (2007, p.10).  
 
In the California example, the university system provided a ‘commitment’ without any 
reciprocity shown by the state government, even in terms of funding. The only ‘commitment’ 
by the state appeared to be the retrospective stabilisation of funding for the system in 2004. 
The credibility of a commitment to continued funding stability for the California university 
system was illustrated in the earlier discussion of Smith’s (2012) presentation of the 
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system’s 2010-11 financial situation. Not only did such a ‘commitment’ mean little when state 
revenues declined significantly in the Global Financial Crisis, there was also no measure by 
which to hold the state accountable.  
 
Analysis of the literature suggests that when there are no measures by which to hold one 
party accountable for abrogation of commitments by the other party in the compact, then the 
parties are not in a mutually accountable relationship. To suggest otherwise conjures Brown 
and Jagadananda’s (2007) admonition of the consequences of misalignment of underlying 
models of accountability. The above examples are contracts, not compacts.  
 
It is notable that Go8 (2008b) cites the California and Kansas examples of supposed mutual 
accountability from NGA (2007) when on closer examination they appear to be contracts. 
The genesis of the confusion regarding the term in the Australian university compacts may 
have had its origin in the confusion over the US public university ‘compacts’.    
 
The confusion between the mutual accountability in NGA (2007) is highlighted when 
contrasted with the UK government’s attempts to acknowledge its accountability in its 
community services compacts (UK Cabinet Office, 2010a and b). While the UK 
government’s attempts to acknowledge accountability could possibly be perceived as a 
diversion to a “trouble-makers’ letterbox”, the attempt to provide redress for grievance for 
CSOs and citizens contained in the documents is a more genuine attempt to be held publicly 
accountable. The relevant documents (UK Cabinet Office, 2010a and b) describe measures 
beyond ‘commitment’ to accountability, suggesting a more comprehensive understanding of 
mutual accountability than contained in many of the purchaser-provider contracts in NGA 
(2007).   
 
To conclude the discussion of the American university compacts, it should be noted that the 
analysis is in relation to the application of the term ‘compact’, and particularly the model of 
mutual accountability between the parties in the compact. The discussion has clarified that 
the relationship between the relevant US state government and its university system is one 
of unequal power and resources, with the exemplar compacts stipulating the financial 
sanctions for breaches on the university’s side of the relationship. These features are more 
typical of a contract than a compact.  
 
The analysis has not questioned whether it was appropriate for a US state government to 
require performance measures from its university system. In the researcher’s view, that is 
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quite a different matter and was beyond the analysis relevant to this strand of the literature 
review. What is relevant to the literature review is the contextualisation of the term ‘compact’ 
in the US public university setting. The discussion has clarified the potential for confusion 
between a compact and a contract.  
 
Before leaving the US university compact context, it should be noted that NGA (2007) 
contains much of value and relevance to the debate on compacts. The publication provides 
other examples of state governments and their public universities attempting to get at a 
partnership model for the benefit of both parties. For example, the Georgia Research 
Alliance of 1990 appears as a genuine attempt at partnership between relevant stakeholders 
in that state (NGA, 2007, p.13). Interestingly, there are no financial sanctions for ‘poor 
performance’ noted and the nature of the relationships appears to involve the deeper level of 
trust in an alliance suggestive of the definition of compact provided earlier.  
 
The centrepiece of the Georgia Research Alliance is an eminent scholars program which 
shares the cost of funding permanent scholarly endowments between the state and 
Georgia’s universities. Analysis suggests that this kind of arrangement is more reflective of 
the term ‘compact’ than the purchaser-provider models of the Kansas and California 
examples in NGA (2007). One suspects that the development of knowledge creation and 
innovation through support of academic research is an activity which requires genuine trust 
between partners in an alliance in a way that is beyond the purchaser-provider contract.  
 
The other relevant contribution of NGA (2007) to the research is its emphasis on stakeholder 
engagement. The paper canvasses four constituents to the compact process which should 
be fully engaged in the process: the public sector, governing boards of universities, 
representative members of postsecondary institutions, such as deans, and the private sector 
(p.7). The inclusion of stakeholder engagement in NGA (2007) is noticeable particularly 
because of the absence of this element from the Australian university compacts.    
 
The literature review now turns to the final context of international compacts which are 
relevant to the research, that of New Zealand’s “Charters and Profiles” initiative of 2002-07.  
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2.2.8 New Zealand’s ‘Charters and Profiles’  
 
The final international context of relevance to the research is New Zealand’s compact-like 
initiative of 2002-07, titled ‘Charters and Profiles’. As noted above, the Group of Eight 
publications (Go8, 2008a and b) and Gallagher (2008a, b; 2012) are noticeably silent on this 
short-lived but quite major initiative of Australia’s trans-Tasman neighbour.   
 
The New Zealand (NZ) literature reviewed for analysis included NZ Ministry of Education 
(2002) which introduced the Charters and Profiles concept to the sector; Eppel (2009), 
McLaughlin (2003), NZ Ministry of Education (2006a) and other publications such as New 
Zealand Ministry of Education (2006b; 2008 and 2011), NZ Parliamentary Library (2003) and 
others.  
 
The researcher was fortunate to have several helpful email exchanges with a small number 
of officials and academics in New Zealand who provided commentary and further analysis of 
the Charters and Profiles initiative, particularly the 2002-07 NZ Tertiary Education Strategy. 
Due thanks is offered to these correspondents. 
 
In summary, the nature of the material regarding the definition and meaning of NZ’s Charters 
and Profiles is not dissimilar to that of the Australian university compact initiative. The terms 
tend to be taken as givens in the literature without deeper explanation or contextualisation. 
For example, the major government publication on the initiative, the 2002-07 Tertiary 
Education Strategy (NZ Ministry of Education, 2002) stated that Charters and Profiles would 
do the following three things: 
 
1. Obtain information from higher education providers regarding their strategic direction 
and activities 
2. The ‘Charters’ were to reflect the organisation’s strategic direction in regard to the 
2002-07 Tertiary Education Strategy and  
3. The ‘Profiles’ were to reflect how the organisation operationalised its Charter; and 
were to include performance indicators (NZ Ministry of Education, 2002, p.8).   
 
The other main mention of the term Charters and Profiles in the 2002-07 Tertiary Education 
Strategy (TES) includes the following: 
 
60 
 
 
The new system of charters and profiles will play a key role (in implementing the 2002-
07 strategy). These will articulate the strategic focus and capabilities of individual 
providers and ITOs (industry training organisations). They will provide a basis of 
accountability for performance of the use of taxpayers’ monies. They will help 
contribute to the development of a much better understanding of system capabilities 
and over time this will inform future policies designed to build new or better 
capabilities. (NZ Ministry of Education, 2002, p.66)  
 
Analysis of these points suggests that Charters and Profiles were about how the tertiary 
education providers would, in general, position their strategic plans to meet the goals of the 
government as outlined in 2002-07 TES (NZ Ministry of Education, 2002).  
 
NZ Parliamentary Library (2003) stated that Charters were high level strategic planning 
documents that should have described the organisation’s mission, special character, 
contribution to New Zealand and others (p.10). Of particular note, the publication included 
the development and support of a staff profile which would reflect the organisation’s mission 
(p.10). However, as has become familiar to the reader, the definition and meaning of the 
term ‘mission’ was not canvassed in the publication.  
 
NZ Parliamentary Library (2003) stated that Profiles were to provide the detail of how the 
organisation was to meet the commitments of its Charter. Interestingly, the publication 
suggested that providers were to consider the Profiles as ‘a contract management system’ 
(p.10).  
 
The document outlines how the Charter and Profile of each university was to be used to 
allocate funding and the requirement that all providers (approximately 700 in all, including 
the plethora of private providers which constituted the majority of the system) must have 
produced a Charter by 30 September, 2003 (p.11). The final piece of the contract was the 
admonition that ‘all providers will have to produce Profiles to access 2005 funding’ (p.11). 
This type of compulsory government-university arrangement was suggestive of Reindl’s 
(2008a) ‘state-wide public agenda’ contract, discussed earlier, which had been labelled a 
‘compact’. 
 
NZ Ministry of Education (2006a) suggests that the TES was so general that it was not only 
unobjectionable but that its generality provided ‘little sense of priorities’ (p.3). Point 5 of the 
executive summary acknowledges that organisations used the document to ‘retro-fit their 
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programmes and profiles to the funding and other requirements, rather than making their 
substantive decision making being driven by the TES’ (p.3). McLaughlin (2003) noted that 
‘the strategy’s goals are so broad that almost anything could be done’ (p.6).  
 
The final component of relevance was the resonance of the issue of trust in the Charters and 
Profiles initiative. Point 9 of the policy analysis document (NZ Ministry of Education, 2006a) 
states that: 
…the universities, and at least one ITP, would prefer the Tertiary Education 
Commission to be a positive partner and less of an adversary, and want to 
successfully engage, but there needs to be a way to do so consistently. (p.3)   
 
Analysis of the literature suggests that the NZ Profiles and Charters initiative was remarkably 
similar to the Australian university mission-based compacts, not least because of the 
similarity of trust issues in the two settings.  
 
The relative ‘success’ of the NZ initiative can be ascertained in the de-activation of the 
Charters and Profiles component of the TES in 2007 (NZ Ministry of Education, 2009, p.14). 
One of the researcher’s NZ correspondents was keen to point out that while the 2007 
legislative change outlined in NZ Ministry of Education (2009):   
 
…did away with the Charter/Profile system, it replaced these with something that was 
similar in intent… the Investment Plan, which, like the Profile, also set performance 
expectations….provided a base for funding and a range of annual performance 
measures. (p.c.17/12/12)  
 
NZ Ministry of Education (2009) echoed the above sentiment by stating that the multi-year 
investment plans replaced the system of Charters and Profiles (p.14).  
 
In summary, the NZ Charters and Profiles initiative was a part of an overall strategy, the 
2002-07 TES, intended to produce a strategic alignment between universities and the 
national government in which universities met the government’s objectives in exchange for 
funding and other accountability measures. The argument raised by the analysis is that the 
Profiles and Charters were similar to the US university ‘public agenda’ compacts because 
they constituted a contract: the university’s strategy had to fulfil the government’s priorities 
for the university to receive funding.   
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Table 2 provides a summary of the analysis of the international compact literature.  
 
Table 2 Summary of international compacts 
 
Context of  compact Key points  
 
International 
community services 
compacts  
(notably the UK and 
Australia) 
Mutual accountability between CSOs in an alliance 
 
Lengthy history of compacts between gov’ts and CSOs 
 
Unequal power between parties (gov’t and CSOs) 
 
Genuine attempt in the UK compact for the government to 
be held accountable.  
 
UK University 
compacts 
Not large scale university-gov’t compacts: local compacts 
between university providers, local schools and colleges for 
special conditions of entry 
 
Term ‘compact’ highly contested by institutions 
  
US interstate 
compacts 
Lengthy history of implicit compacts; more recently explicit 
 
Between parties of equal power 
 
Widely used  
 
Considered to be effective 
 
US public university 
compacts 
Clearest examples of confusion between a compact and a 
contract.  
 
Three main types of ‘compacts’ with many examples of 
contracts between purchaser and provider with financial 
incentives and sanctions 
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Evidence of some more compact-like arrangements 
 
New Zealand’s 
“Charters and 
Profiles” 
Aimed to articulate strategic focus and provide transparent 
accountabilities by universities to meet government 
objectives and receive funding  
 
A contract similar to Reindl’s (2008a) ‘state-wide public 
agenda’ compact 
 
Limited duration (2002-07), replaced by ‘Investment Plans’ 
 
 
 
2.2.9 Summary of the discussion of the term ‘compact’  
 
This section of the literature review first discussed the particular resonance of the term 
‘compact’ and previewed the conclusion of the analysis in relation to the differences between 
a compact and a contract. Three models of accountability were presented with the third 
model, mutual accountability between allies in a partnership, considered to be the most 
relevant type for a compact. The international compact literature was analysed to deepen the 
understanding of the term and to elaborate the importance of mutual accountability to a 
compact.  
 
The conclusion of the analysis of the literature on the term ‘compact’ is that the term 
ascribes seven key points of meaning. Table 3 presents the key points of the term ‘compact’ 
as derived from the literature review.  
 
Table 3 Summary of the key points of a ‘compact’.  
 
 A ‘compact’… 
1.  Is an agreement between allies 
 
2.  Has an underlying model of mutual accountability  
 
3.  Has meaningful measures for addressing breaches of the compact for both parties; 
the measures are social and relational rather than financial and legal  
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4.  Are most effectively deployed in relationships of equal power; however, compacts of 
unequal power are possible where the stronger party provides means by which it 
can be held accountable 
 
5.  Requires a high level of trust between the parties  
 
6.  Usually has a lengthy history of effective compacts between the parties which are 
not always explicit 
 
7.  Involves extensive stakeholder engagement with various sectors of the relevant 
communities 
 
The discussion raises the question of whether the Australian university compacts could have 
been successful due to the lack of several of the above elements in the initiative. For 
example, the two parties, consisting of an Australian university and the Commonwealth 
government, were in a contractual relationship relevant to the purchaser-provider model of 
accountability, not a relationship of mutual obligation relevant to mutual accountability 
between allies. Further to this, the two parties were of unequal power; there were no 
accountability measures for the government’s side of the relationship; there were quite 
strong published comments questioning the level of trust between the parties; there had not 
been a lengthy history of compact-like funding arrangements between them; and there was 
no requirement for stakeholder engagement in the development of the compact.  
 
The question of the possibility of success of the Australian university compact initiative 
provides a helpful starting point for the following section of the literature review.  
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2.3 Mission-based compacts in Australian universities, 2006-12  
 
2.3.1 Introduction 
 
The following introductory points are provided to set the context for the analysis of the 
literature on mission-based compacts in Australian universities over the period of the 
research. Each of the following points was relevant to the landscape of the compacts at the 
time.  
 
 Implementation was different from conception 
 
The compacts as implemented were significantly different from the initial proposal 
presented in Macklin (2006) and detailed in other publications such as Go8 (2008b) 
and Gallagher (2008a). The following discussion clarifies and explores the key 
differences between the conception and implementation of the initiative.  
 
 Compacts have been contested 
 
Both the proposal and implementation of the mission-based compacts have been 
contested in the public discourse. For example, sector figures such as Professor 
Stephen Schwartz (Schwartz, 2008), then Vice-Chancellor of Macquarie University, 
Professor Denise Bradley (Hare, 2013) who chaired the ‘Review of Australian Higher 
Education’ (known as ‘The Bradley Review’; DEEWR, 2008) and Professor Fred 
Hilmer (2012a) have been among a number of players publicly critical of the initiative.  
 
 Compacts were co-existent with major policy, personnel and structure flux 
 
The compact initiative was developed and implemented in a period of ongoing and 
significant change in both the federal government and university sectors (see Charts 
1 and 2). In relation to policy flux, a major policy initiative launched during the 
compact period was the uncapping of student places for the year 2012, known as 
“demand-driven funding” (DEEWR, 2011). Several research participants described 
demand-driven funding as a type of policy tsunami which swamped the policy 
landscape with universities’ ability to increase revenue by enrolling as many students 
as possible. One research participant described the effect of demand-driven funding 
on the university sector as a “policy tornado” (participant EM-A2, p. 8).    
66 
 
 
 
In relation to the flux in stewardship of the compact initiative, over the period 2006-
2007 there had been two Shadow Ministers of Education for the ALP, first, the Hon. 
Jenny Macklin, MP at the time of the 2006 White Paper (Macklin, 2006) and second, 
the Hon. Stephen Smith, MP (Parliament of Australia, 2013).  
 
During Labor’s government in the period December, 2007 to February, 2013 there 
had been five Ministers with responsibility for tertiary education and/or research. 
First, the Hon. Julia Gillard, MP was Minister for DEEWR, 2007-2010 (and later 
Prime Minister, June, 2010-June, 2013) with responsibility for higher education. 
Senator Kim Carr was Minister of DIISR, 2007-2011 and again briefly in 2013 with 
responsibility for research (Parliament of Australia, 2013).  
 
The Hon. Simon Crean, MP, was Minister of DEEWR from June – September, 2010 
after which Senator Chris Evans became Minister. DIISRTE, which combined the 
higher education branch of DEEWR into DIISR, was created in December, 2011 with 
Sen. Evans as Minister (Department of Innovation, 2012). Sen. Evans resigned the 
Ministry in February, 2013 at which time the Hon. Chris Bowen, MP became Minister 
of DIISRTE (Parliament of Australia, 2013).  
 
There have been further significant changes to the DIISRTE Ministry, and the Prime 
Ministership, in 2013 (Hare and Matchett, 2013). However these changes occurred 
after the period of the research.   
 
In all, the changes over 2006-February, 2013 account for six different ALP 
representatives acting as stewards of the compact initiative. With four years as the 
Minister of DIISR (December, 2007-December, 2011 and briefly in 2013, Parliament 
of Australia, 2013) Sen. Kim Carr was the most durable steward, with his portfolio 
responsibility for university research. The average longevity of stewardship of the 
compact initiative in the higher education component of DEEWR/DIISRTE over 2006- 
February, 2013 could be averaged at one per 1.2 years. This level of personnel 
change reflects Eppel’s (2009) contention regarding the higher likelihood of fluidity in 
responsible personnel in public management organisations.  
 
In relation to the relevant organisational structure flux in the federal government 
departments, over 2007-1011 DEEWR had responsibility for the higher education 
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component of the compacts and DIISR had responsibility for the university research 
component. As noted above, the higher education components of DEEWR were 
merged into DIISR to create the new ministry of DIISRTE in December, 2011 
(Department of Innovation, 2012). Participants EM-A, EM-B, EM-D, DE and EX (Mr 
Mike Gallagher) provided examples of the significant changes in personnel in the 
relevant department/s over this period, and the frustration at the lack of continuity in 
the initiative which this engendered.  
 
The combined effects of policy, personnel and structural change created a fluid and, 
as the above participants stated, an unstable environment for the compacts initiative. 
Chapter 5 discusses these issues in more depth, particularly in the light of the 
following point.   
  
 The nature of policy change in large and complex organisations 
 
Eppel (2009) provides a helpful and relevant analysis of policy change in large, 
complex organisations using complexity theory in her PhD thesis on New Zealand’s 
tertiary education policy processes. Several of Eppel’s contentions are relevant to 
this research. The first is that, using a complex social systems theory approach, 
Eppel (2009) argues that policy processes and change in complex organisations are 
not static or linear and that ‘the participants and institutions are parts of interacting, 
nested complex social systems’ (p.266). Eppel cautions against the view that 
individual policies can be meaningfully considered as discrete and sequential tasks 
due to the nature of complex, large organisations including universities (p.54).  
 
Eppel’s (2009) second contention of relevance to this research is that because the 
organisation is large and complex, its different parts ‘co-evolved but not always in the 
same direction’ (p.281). The author argues that the different sub-groups in the 
organisation generate their own narratives about the nature of the organisation and 
the changes it was going through. Eppel (2009) canvasses Weick’s (1995a) 
contention regarding sensemaking in building her argument for the localised 
interpretations of events which this research has labelled ‘human learning in groups’ 
(see Model 1). Eppel’s (2009) contention regarding the multiplicity of internal 
organisational views is also reflective of the use this research made of Schein’s 
(1996; 1999) organisational sub-cultures.  
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The unaligned nature of internal organisational evolution lead Eppel (2009) to argue 
for the importance of narrative analysis in understanding multiple stakeholders’ 
perspectives during change in complex organisations. As she states:  
 
Defining policy problems involves identifying boundaries. These boundaries, 
by their nature, are artificial and socially constructed by participants. 
Therefore, there are implications for how policy processes approach the 
identification of boundaries, and processes such as narrative analysis are 
needed to reveal the multiple realities at work. (p.288)  
 
Eppel’s (2009) contention that policy boundaries are socially constructed and 
therefore required narrative analysis reflect the multiplicity of views expressed by the 
research participants and support the use of grounded theory in this research.  
 
A further point of relevance from Eppel’s thesis (2009) is her contention that large 
and complex organisations become ‘self-referential’ (p.280). By this she means that 
in such an organisation the different structures, functions and systems shape each 
other and that over time there is mutual adjustment and evolution among the parts. 
Eppel (2009) argues that two features arose in self-referencing organisations: self-
organisation and emergence.  
 
‘Self-organisation’ means that a large and complex organisation has its own 
dynamics and resources to create ‘unique recombinations of the existing systems 
parts’ (p.282) that were not there before. Eppel uses the term ‘emergence’ to indicate 
the new phenomena that arise from the self-organising activities in the self-referential 
system. She suggests that the new partnerships, new entities and new ways of 
recruiting and teaching students were examples of ‘emergence’ in New Zealand’s 
tertiary education sector from the early 1990s to 2008  (p.283).  
 
The final point of relevance from Eppel (2009) is her argument that inherent forces in 
large and complex organisations lead to a recognisable pattern of stability rather than 
equilibrium. Eppel is at pains to contrast stability with equilibrium because she 
considers that the internal forces organisations are not equally balanced: ‘complex 
systems operate far from equilibrium’ (p.282). Eppel (2009) argues that for many 
difficult to describe reasons, stability is the more likely status quo in organisations 
and even it may collapse quite quickly in response to internal and external change.  
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Eppel (2009) argues that the relative policy stability in New Zealand’s tertiary 
education system in the latter part of the 1990s was mistaken for equilibrium.  Policy 
participants had assumed that as the system appeared to be balanced, then the 
consequences of a change could be identified and controlled. Eppel argues that the 
1998 lifting of student numbers in New Zealand created unforeseen adaptations 
because the system had been stable, rather than in equilibrium. Once a change was 
introduced the inherent disequilibrium quickly created instability (p.282).   
 
Eppel (2009) argues that organisational stability is particularly fragile in public 
management systems, such as the public university system in New Zealand, and by 
extension, in Australia. Eppel’s (2009) examples of the ‘artificial’ (p.283) truncation of 
policy processes more likely in systems of public management include changes of 
ministers, changes of government and government agencies and the shifts in policy 
attention (p.283). As raised in the discussion earlier, the compact initiative in 
Australian universities was characterised by changes to the relevant ALP steward, 
both in Opposition and in Government, and by shifts in the relevant government 
agencies and policy attention. 
 
The nature of change in large, complex organisations and the flux in stewardship, personnel 
and departmental structures evident during the Australian compact period 2006-2012, are 
discussed further in Chapter 5.  
 
The issues raised by Eppel’s (2009) thesis regarding organisational complexity lead naturally 
into the nature and role of decision-making in Australian universities.  
 
 The concurrent corporatisation and centralisation of decision-making in 
Australian universities  
 
Marginson and Considine (2000) present a comprehensive argument regarding the 
corporatisation and centralisation of decision-making in Australian universities, 
particularly from the Dawkins period (1989-90) onwards. The authors argue that 
government policy pressures aided the deconstruction of the previous collegial 
decision-making processes of academics in groups, such as academic boards and 
academic senates, and led to centralised decision-making by executive 
management.  
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The shift of attention by university executive groups from ‘policy to governance’ 
(Marginson and Considine, 2000, p.20) has implications for two issues relevant to the 
research. The first issue is the balance of the university’s mission between the 
market and the ‘public good’, discussed earlier. The second is the involvement of 
university staff in mission development, which is an issue explored more fully in the 
following section on organisational learning and in Chapter 5.  
 
Marginson and Considine (2000) argue that the shift in balance towards the market, 
and its associated corporatist structures, has led to what they call ‘the enterprise 
university’ (p.3). The authors argue that the focus of contemporary universities on the 
market and academic endeavour (p.5) is not wholly malevolent, unlike other authors 
such as Hil (2012) who is scathing about the managerialism inherent in the 
corporatisation of Australia’s universities.  
 
Marginson and Considine (2000) argue that the enterprise university has some 
advantages, such as greater transparency, accountability and flexibility along with the 
disadvantages of the deconstruction of academic, collegial decision-making (p.14). 
The authors argue for the re-engagement of academics in the decision-making 
processes of the university, particularly in its mission development and articulation.   
 
The authors argue that ‘executive centred governance’ (p.62) has obviated the 
richness and creativity of collegial decision-making by excluding those who conduct 
the basic activities of the university: teaching and research. The authors argue for a 
re-balancing of power back towards academic inclusion and engagement. As the 
authors argue:   
 
…if reinvention worked through academic cultures, actively engaging with 
them, a larger, more exciting and more educationally enriching range of 
reinventions might become possible.  
 
(Marginson and Considine, 2000, p.237; emphasis in original)   
 
The discussion of the dominance of executive decision-making in Australian universities is 
continued in Chapter 5. The issue was found to be central to how the university’s mission-
based compact was developed.   
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 Architect of the compacts 
 
The compact initiative for Australian universities was largely crafted by Mr. Mike 
Gallagher, who at the time of writing was the Executive Director of the Group of Eight 
Universities. (As noted in chapter 1, Mr. Gallagher gave his permission to be named as the 
author of the relevant publications, already cited, and as a participant in the research). 
 
At the time of the development of the ALP White Paper which first raised the 
initiative, titled ‘Australia’s universities: Building our future in the world’ (Macklin, 
2006) Mr. Gallagher was on secondment to the office of Jenny Macklin, MP, from his 
role as Director of Policy and Planning at the Australian National University (p.c. 
5/9/12). At the time, Ms Macklin was Shadow Minister for Education, Training, 
Science and Research and Deputy Leader of the Opposition (Macklin, 2006).   
 
That Mr Gallagher was neither a department official nor party representative, and 
thus not secured into the implementation of the compacts, had quite profound 
implications for the initiative which are discussed in Chapter 5.  
 
 Contemporary public and policy players 
 
At the time of writing, nearly all the government and sector players are still on the 
Australian public landscape. This issue has created sensitivity around how the 
research was conducted and how the results were positioned. As noted in Chapter 1, 
the results of the research were open to interpretation in ways which some players 
may not necessarily perceive as complimentary.  
 
The goal of the research has been to provide a rigorous analysis of the 
implementation of compacts and to present a balanced view of the initiative. The 
reader may have already noted the attempt to balance what limitations were 
analysed in various publications in the literature review to this point. For example, 
limitations were identified in several publications but due acknowledgement was 
made of the publication’s strengths and contribution to the debate. It is the 
researcher’s belief that the discussion of the various published and unpublished 
views on compacts has been rigorous and balanced.   
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 2010 Interim Compact; Full compact: 2011-13 
 
The final point to note from an operational perspective was that the government 
initiated an ‘Interim Compact’ with universities for 2010 and later, the ‘Full Compact’ 
to cover the years 2011-13. The Interim compact included only the mission statement 
and research activities but not teaching and learning activities (DEEWR, 2010a, b 
and c). The Full Compacts included mission, teaching and learning, research, 
research training and innovation and several appendices including what became the 
legal agreement between universities and the Commonwealth: the Funding 
Agreement (DIISRTE, 2012a, b, c, d, e and f, Attachment E).   
 
The above introductory points are provided to illustrate that the mission-based compacts 
initiative in Australian universities was a complex affair with various and vocal government 
and sector players making contemporaneous comments in a period of political and policy 
flux. The research explored one particular initiative in a large and complex environment 
which had many other policy, governmental and sectoral changes occurring simultaneously. 
Eppel’s (2009) presentation of the nature of policy change in a similar environment, tertiary 
education in New Zealand in the recent past, was helpful to contextualise the dynamics of 
the Australian compacts initiative.   
 
Charts 1 and 2 on the following pages illustrate the complex context of the mission-based 
compact initiative in Australia. Chart 1 covers the major, relevant activities for the timeframe 
of 1989-2013 and contains macro-level issues. Chart 2 covers the timeframe of 2006-13 and 
reflects the issues relevant to the University of Ballarat, the study site of the research. A 
detailed discussion of all the components of both charts was beyond the scope of the 
literature review. Components which were directly relevant to the research have been 
discussed throughout this and later chapters. 
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CHART 1 
TIMELINE OF GOVERNMENT ARRANGEMENTS WITH UNIVERSITIES RELEVANT TO COMPACTS, 1989-2013  
             
    
 
 
               Demand-driven funding, 2012-current 
Significant  
Commonwealth  
arrangements                      Compacts, 2010-current 
with universities 
re compacts                 
                       RQF, 2006-07        ERA, 2009-current 
 
           IAF, 2003-09                 IPPs, 2009-current 
 
 
          Funding Agreements, 2003 - current 
 
 
    Educational Profiles, 1989-2003 
 
                             Federal election due 
 
                    
 
                1989        2003  2006 2007  2009 2010       2012    2013     2014 
       
Years.   
 
Note Timeframe of the research: October, 2011- February, 2013, during the minority Gillard Labor government.  
 
Key IAF: Institutional Assessment Framework  RQF: Research Quality Framework 
IPP: Institutional Performance Portfolio  ERA: Excellence in Research for Australia (reference period back to 2003) 
 
Sources  DIISRTE (2012a); Carr (2009); ARC (2010); O’Meara & Petzall (2007); DEEWR (2011).   
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CHART 2 
TIMELINE OF SIGNIFICANT EVENTS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF BALLARAT RELEVANT TO THE COMPACT, 2006-13  
 
 
 
           2010 Interim Compact  2011-13  Full Compact 
 
 
               demand-driven funding, 2012+ 
                      
 
                   UB Blueprint 2010-11  further UB restructuring 
Significant  
events re              Compact performance funding  
compacts              cut for Cats. 2 & 3                           $2B in further 
and UB                                                                                                                                                                                                       cuts to unis 
                                                                                          Compacts published 
                       Sen. Chris Evans  
            Election of          resigns;  
minority Labor gov’t           Rudd challenge       Chris Bowen  
            under Gillard;             Kim Carr demoted      becomes Minister 
                         DIISRTE created          
              Sen Evans Minister of DEEWR             
        Go8 Discussion paper                                                         Several HE funding cuts 
    ALP White Paper                                                      
                 Gillard replaces Rudd as PM                 
         Election of Labor          Crean becomes Minister                                                                     
                             gov’t under Rudd           of DEEWR                  Vic TAFE cuts          
      Carr: DIISRTE, Gillard: DEEWR                     
                       Fed election due 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                      late, 2013 
 
                 2006 2007  2008  2009  2010  2011          2012          2013         2014 
 
         Years.  
Note: Timeframe of the research: October, 2011 – February, 2013.  Chart history discontinues at February, 2013 with the resignation of Sen Chris Evans as Minister of 
DIISRTE.  
Sources: Macklin (2006); Go8 (2008b); UB (2010); DEEWR (2010a); DIISRTE (2012b); Keane (2010); Battersby (2011a & b; 2012a & b); Kenny and Wright (2013); Prime 
Minister’s Media Office (2013); Parliament of Australia (2013).    
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2.3.2 Compacts in policy, 2006-08 
 
Having provided key contextual points for the compacts initiative, the discussion turns to the 
analysis of the relevant literature on the Australian university compacts. There has been a 
plethora of government, institutional and popular publications regarding compacts but none 
have been written from a peer-reviewed, academic research perspective.  
 
Mission-based compacts were first raised by the Australian Labor Party (ALP) in 2006 when 
it was in opposition to the Howard Coalition federal government. The full title of the ALP’s  
White Paper was ‘Australia’s universities: Building our future in the world. A White Paper on 
higher education, research and innovation’ (Macklin, 2006).  
 
Macklin (2006) states that the main purposes of mission-based compacts were to: 
 Provide universities with the freedom necessary to form and implement strategies for 
their future role in competitive markets 
 Safeguard the public good benefits of universities for the Australian community 
(Macklin, 2006, p.69). 
 
The paper suggests that a new arrangement between the Commonwealth and the 
universities was necessary partly to rebuild trust between universities and the wider 
community and to allow each university to develop a strategy to enable it to do what it does 
best (p.69).  
 
Macklin (2006) canvasses a great many issues including a discussion of the main 
components of the proposed compacts with the university sector. Four elements were 
identified as the key components of compacts: 
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1. Education by which the paper indicated university undergraduate and postgraduate 
teaching 
2. Research and research education which the paper defined as ‘creative work 
undertaken on a systematic basis to increase the stock of knowledge’ (p.70) and 
research education for higher degrees by research  
3. Community outreach which meant universities to provide services to the 
communities associated with them and/or which were physically proximate  
4. Innovative activities which the paper stated may include knowledge transfer 
services to enterprises and other groups, collaboration with other universities and 
institutions and a range of other activities (p.70).  
 
While ‘community outreach’ was noted, the paper did not canvass the means by which the 
university’s mission should be developed, such as stakeholder consultation. Mission-based 
compacts were intended to provide funding to universities on a rolling triennial basis in order 
‘to give universities predictability in their funding’ (Macklin, 2006, p.70). Workplace relations 
and governance conditions, which had been attached to university funding by the Howard 
government, were to be removed from the funding of compacts under a Labor government.  
 
One of the key aims of the mission-based compacts was to increase innovation in Australia’s 
universities: one of the two main purposes and one of the four elements of compacts was 
specifically focussed on strategic ‘freedom’ and innovation in universities.  
 
Other key aims of compacts were to loosen the level of control and managerialism over 
universities by the federal government while safeguarding the quality of educational services 
and research. Macklin (2006) became quite eloquent regarding the importance of 
universities being able to manage their own affairs while the federal government ensured the 
quality of education and research. For example, the White Paper noted that the policy aimed 
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to provide ‘adequate government funding without micromanagement’ (Macklin, 2006, p. 47) 
and that universities may benefit from ‘reduced government interference in the internal 
management of universities’ (p.47).  
 
Since coming into office in late 2007, first the Rudd and then the Gillard Labor governments 
pursued the development and implementation of mission-based compacts. The changes in 
responsible Ministers and the relevant government departments have already been noted. It 
should also be noted that the global financial crisis (GFC) impacted on higher education, 
particularly in relation to the downturn in international student numbers (Das and Collins, 
2010; Norton, 2013).  
 
As Norton (2013, p.60) acknowledges, Senator Kim Carr, the Minister for DIISR (2007-2011) 
had been a key driver of the initiative, partly because of his relative longevity as the Minister 
with responsibility for research and innovation. Senator Carr delivered many presentations 
and provided many newspaper and journal articles and reviews regarding the compact 
initiative.  
 
A notable presentation by Sen. Carr was to the Group of Eight at the Centre for the Study of 
Higher Education at the University of Melbourne in March, 2008 (Carr, 2008). In the 
presentation, Sen. Carr affirmed the government’s commitment to the purposes outlined for 
compacts in the 2006 ALP White Paper to give Australia’s universities ‘freedom to implement 
strategies for their future role… while safeguarding public good benefits for the Australian 
community’ (p.8). Sen. Carr stated that compacts were ‘a means, not an ends’ and that they 
would be a sub-set of government arrangements with universities, not the complete set of 
relationships (p. 9). Sen. Carr was on record as viewing the compacts a radical reform which 
created the opportunity for a ‘new culture, new structures and new levels of competitiveness’ 
(Krause, 2010, p.2).  
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In the 2008 presentation Sen. Carr reiterated the importance of university performance in 
relation to compact funding (Carr, 2008) which was, at the time, one of the major concerns of 
Australian universities. The issue of performance funding for teaching and learning had been 
sensitive in the compact narrative due to the large amount of Commonwealth funding for 
teaching and learning. The exclusion of teaching and learning funding parameters in the 
2010 Interim Compacts made them, to a significant extent, a ‘dry run’. Teaching and learning 
funding parameters, minus categories 2 and 3 of performance funding, were included in the 
full compacts of 2011-13 (DIISRTE, 2010b). Performance funding category 2, Student 
Experience and category 3, Learning Outcomes, were dropped in late 2011 (see Chart 2).  
 
2.3.3 Compacts in practice, 2009-2012 
 
In July, 2009 the federal government released a discussion paper outlining the framework for 
the development and implementation of compacts (DEEWR and DIISR, 2009). This paper 
moved the discussion about compacts from a policy platform into the government’s 
bureaucratic machinery for operationalising the initiative. The paper was prepared by the two 
government departments responsible for higher education teaching and research at the time: 
the Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR) and the 
Department of Innovation, Industry, Science and Research (DIISR).  
 
The 2009 discussion paper proposed that compacts contain three principal components: 
 
1). A preamble, which defined the university’s particular mission and how it would fulfil that 
mission; 
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2). A teaching and learning component which would address the institution’s contribution to 
national priorities, allocation of student places and targets for performance-based funding, 
the role of TEQSA (Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency), the structural 
adjustment fund; and  
 
3). A research component which would address commitments to national priorities and 
research and research training (DEEWR and DIISR, 2009, p.2).  
 
The paper noted that the Commonwealth Grant Scheme (CGS) for funding agreements 
would continue to be in force for 2010. This meant that the Interim Compact of 2010 would 
not include the major funding stream of teaching and learning. The inclusion in the compact 
structure of teaching and learning funding would await implementation of the three year “full 
compact” which covered 2011-2013.  
 
The Interim Compacts, also called Interim Agreements, were published on DEEWR’s 
website in 2010 (DEEWR, 2010a). The University of Ballarat published its Interim Agreement 
in March (DEEWR, 2010c) with all the other universities having theirs available for view on 
by the end of 2010.   
 
DEEWR published a summary of the issues raised by the Interim Agreements which 
covered the main issues of concern to both the government and the responding universities 
(DEEWR, 2010b). The summary paper noted the introduction of the ‘demand driven system’ 
(p.2) for student enrolments due to commence in 2012. Interestingly, the paper suggested 
that most universities did not anticipate significant changes in broad strategic direction while 
outlining a raft of university activity in preparation for uncapped student enrolment, 
infrastructure development, international partnerships, research expansion and collaboration 
and regional issues.   
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In October, 2010, the two government Ministers responsible for the development and 
implementation of compacts at the time, Sen. Kim Carr (DIISR) and Sen. Chris Evans 
(DEEWR) issued a draft template for the full compacts which included funding for teaching 
and performance reward payments along with the mission statement and research 
components (Carr, 2010). The respective government departments then began a 
consultation period with all 41 Table A and B universities (HESA, 2003) with the opportunity 
for feedback and consultation (DEEWR and DIISR, 2010c).  
 
The University of Ballarat’s response to the draft template (University of Ballarat, 2010) 
concerned itself with a range of issues pertinent to a multi-sector, relatively small regional 
university. The key issues were: the dual-sector nature of its operation; the mix of federal 
and state funding, governance and reporting relationships between its TAFE and HE 
components; TAFE and HE integration which the university was pursuing with its ‘UB 
Blueprint’ (UB, 2010, p.3) and regional orientation. The bulk of the paper addressed the 
issue of performance-based funding in relation to student load and allocation which, as 
noted, had become a vexed issue at the time. Interestingly, the paper noted that the term 
‘innovation’ was addressed in the draft template as ‘commercialisation’. UB’s response 
contended that innovation could also occur in other areas of discovery, such as education, 
and that perhaps there should be a division between commercial and non-commercial 
innovation activities (p.10). 
 
DEEWR and DIISR issued a summary of the consultations in late 2010 (DEEWR and DIISR, 
2010a). The overview indicated a range of changes in response to the universities’ 
submissions including elements favourable to dual-sector institutions, regional loading, 
teaching performance indicators and research indicators. The summary stated that only 
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Table A universities on the government’s ‘Higher Education Support Act, 2003’ list (HESA, 
2003) would be eligible for the reward funding during the first compact period.  
 
The full compacts were published on 15 May, 2012 on DIISRTE’s website and were still 
available on the website at the time of writing. 
(http://www.innovation.gov.au/research/missionbasedcompacts/Pages/default.aspx). While 
there had been union concern regarding the compacts, especially the teaching funding and 
performance indicators (Meyer, 2011), as the student experience and learning outcome 
components of the performance funding in the compacts were dropped in late 2011 
(Battersby, 2011b) union concern abated.  
 
Table 4 outlines the key points of the Australian university compact initiative over the course 
of the three main phases of its development: from the original conception in the Macklin 
(2006) White Paper and as detailed in Go8 (2008b); as initially proposed in 2010 when 
performance reward funding was going to be available for student experience and learning 
outcomes; and as implemented in the DIISRTE publications of 2012.  
 
Note: the identification of three phases of development of the compacts was the researcher’s 
attribution. There was nothing in the literature to suggest the deliberate demarcation of 
development that the attribution of three phases may suggest.  
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Table 4 Overview of the developmental phases of the Australian university 
compacts 
 
 
Component 
 
Phase 1  
Conception:  
2006-08 
 
 
Main sources: 
Macklin (2006);  
Go8 (2008b).  
Phase 2 
Proposal and 
Interim Compact: 
2009-11 
 
Main sources: 
DEEWR & DIISR (2009; 
2010a, b & c); DIISR, 
(2010); Carr (2010)  
 
Phase 3 
Implementation: 
Full Compact, 2012 
 
 
Main sources: 
DIISRTE (2012b, c, d, e 
and f) 
Total funding 
envelope  
 
Compact’s purpose to 
have all the levers of 
funding folded into one, 
overarching 
agreement.  
Major thrust of the 
initiative.  
The Interim Compact 
(covering 2010) 
included university 
mission, current 
circumstances, 
strategic goals and 
an overview of 
university plans.  
 
Overviews of 
research and 
research training with 
teaching and learning 
held over to the Full 
Compact.  
 
Included ‘Summary of 
Budget Initiatives’, 
Attachment A; 
research framework 
overview, Attachment 
B; and an overview of 
KPIs for measuring 
university 
performance, 
Attachment C.   
 
Funding mechanisms 
remained separate 
from the Interim 
Compact.  
 
The Full Compact 
(covering 2011-13) 
detailed university 
mission, current 
circumstances, 
strategic goals and 
an overview of 
university plans.  
 
Goals and activities 
regarding teaching 
and learning, 
research, research 
training and 
innovation included.  
 
Performance 
funding measures 
for Participation and 
Social Inclusion 
(Category 1), 
Student Experience 
(Category 2) and 
Quality of Learning 
Outcomes (Category 
3) included. 
Categories 2 and 3 
later dropped from 
performance funding 
measures.  
 
The “Funding 
Agreement”, 
Attachment E, 
remained the key 
funding agreement 
b/wn the C’wlth and 
universities.  
 
Vice-Chancellors 
told compacts were 
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not a legal 
document.  
 
Renewal of a 
‘compact of trust’  
 
Compacts intended to 
be a renewal of trust 
between universities, 
their communities and 
government.   
 
Major thrust of the 
initiative.  
 
Noted.  Noted.  
Mission and purpose 
 
Clarification of mission 
to build ‘the public 
good’ role of 
universities and 
develop differentiation 
between universities.  
 
Major thrust of the 
initiative.  
Mission included but 
not defined; avenues 
to develop mission 
not articulated.  
Mission included but 
not defined; 
avenues to develop 
mission not 
articulated. 
Community outreach 
 
 
A major ‘fundable’ 
thrust of the 
initiative.   
 
Noted but not 
developed; not a 
‘fundable component’ 
of the Interim 
Compact.   
Noted but not 
developed; not a 
‘fundable 
component’ of the 
Full Compact.  
 
Differentiation 
 
Major thrust of the 
initiative.  
Noted but not 
developed.   
Noted but not 
developed.  
 
Autonomy 
 
Universities able to 
identify and pursue 
strategic objectives 
within the context of 
their funding envelope. 
  
Major thrust of the 
initiative. 
Noted. Noted.  
University Context 
 
Acknowledged as a 
key method to 
develop 
differentiation 
between 
universities.  
 
Included. Included. 
Reduction of 
bureaucracy 
  
Major thrust of 
initiative. 
Noted. 
 
Criticisms of 
burdensome 
administration with the 
initial compact process, 
e.g. Schwartz (2008).  
 
Noted. 
 
Criticism of 
burdensome 
administration 
continued, e.g. Hare 
(2013); Trounson and 
Ross (2013). 
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Teaching and 
Learning (T&L).  
 
1. Quality 
2. Equity 
3. Infrastructure 
4. Student 
enrolments 
5. Other T&L 
priorities 
 
Importance of 
teaching and 
learning, and 
funding tied to it, 
was canvassed but 
not in the detail of 
phases 2 & 3.  
Five points of detail 
included.  
 
Universities to 
identify how they 
were going to meet 
gov’t objectives on 
the first four 
objectives.   
Five points of detail 
included.  
 
Universities to 
identify how they 
were going to meet 
gov’t objectives on 
the first four 
objectives.   
Performance Funding 
 
for Teaching and 
Learning 
 
1. Cat. 1: social 
inclusion 
2. Cat. 2: Student 
experience 
3. Cat. 3: learning 
outcomes  
Reward funding for 
teaching and 
learning was not 
specifically 
identified.  
 
(Although mention is 
made of ways in 
which universities 
may create more 
flexible pricing in 
both Macklin (2006) 
and Go8 (2008b).  
 
Noted in Interim 
Compact process for 
later development in 
Full Compact.  
All three categories 
initially included in 
the Full Compact.  
 
Categories 2 & 3 later 
dropped from reward 
funding and sent for 
development and 
consultation. Category 
1 reward funding 
continued in Funding 
Agreement of 
compact: Appendix E, 
DIISRTE (2012b).  
 
Research 
1. Required 
performance 
indicators 
2. Additional 
performance 
indicators 
Explicit thrust to 
allow differentiation 
between 
universities, such 
as between 
research-intensive, 
regional and 
technology 
universities.  
 
Interim Compact 
included an overview 
of the university’s 
ERA material.  
Full Compact 
included the 
university’s ERA 
material. 
Research training 
1. Required 
performance 
indicators 
2. Additional 
performance 
indicators 
Explicit thrust to 
allow differentiation 
between research-
intensive 
universities and 
others.  
(Emphasised that 
good research 
training cannot grow 
in an environment of 
low research output). 
  
Interim Compact 
included an overview 
of the university’s 
ERA material. 
Full Compact 
included the 
university’s ERA 
material. 
Innovation  
1. Required 
performance 
indicators 
2. Additional 
performance 
indicators 
Issue of innovation 
a major thrust; 
specifics as 
eventuated in 
compacts not 
detailed.  
Interim Compact 
included the 
university’s ERA 
material regarding 
innovation.  
Full Compact 
included the 
university’s ERA 
material regarding 
innnovation.   
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2.3.4 Divergences between conception and implementation 
 
Table 4 illustrates that there were many divergences between what had been conceived in 
Phase 1 and what was implemented in Phase 3 of the Australian university compacts. In 
comparing what was conceived and what was implemented, the following major points are of 
note:  
 
- The idea of a “total funding envelope” for all university activities was not 
implemented; funding continued to be through a plethora of arrangements 
- The initiative to re-build trust, which was to be operationalised through the total 
funding envelope, was reduced in emphasis 
- The purpose of identifying university mission, which was to gain clarity and develop 
diversity across the sector, was reduced in emphasis 
- The emphasis on community outreach in Phase 1 was reduced in Phases 2 and 3 
- The idea of a reduction of bureaucratic oversight of the universities allowing for 
greater autonomy did not eventuate. Most commentators, including the architect of 
compacts, considered that the compacts as implemented have added to bureaucracy 
and administration (Gallagher, p.c. 6/9/12; Hare, 2013; Schwartz, 2008) 
- Performance funding for categories 2 and 3 of teaching and learning – student 
experience and learning outcomes – were dropped between phases 2 and 3. The 
reduction of reward funding for achieving the compact targets further reduced the 
relevance of the compact to a bureaucratic exercise 
- The previously established ERA process was folded into the compacts for the 
research and innovation components. Research activities were included in the 2010 
Interim Compacts while teaching and learning activities were not. It should be 
remembered that DIISR, the government department with responsibility for university 
research, had the active interest and continuity of the same Minister, Sen. Kim Carr, 
over a number of the relevant years.  
 
In summary, phase 1 of the initiative focussed on the “big picture” issues of a total funding 
envelope, re-building of trust, reduction in bureaucracy, mission differentiation, community 
outreach and others. Phases 2 and 3 focussed on the details of the government’s objectives 
for teaching, research and innovation.  
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While an analysis of the reasons why these divergences occurred was beyond the scope of 
the research, they are included to help set the context for the later discussion on why the 
compacts failed to live up to their promise.  
 
2.3.5 Analysis of the extent to which the Australian university ‘compacts’ 
were compacts  
 
The following discussion brings together the literature review on compacts and questions the 
extent to which the Australian university ‘compacts’ were compacts as defined in the 
analysis. Table 5 presents the comparison of the key points of a compact as defined in the 
thesis, outlined in Table 3, with the elements of the compact as implemented.   
 
Table 5: Comparison of the term ‘compact’ as defined and implemented in the 
Australian university context.  
  
 A compact… 
 
 
Criterion As defined in the literature 
review       (Table 3) 
 
As implemented  
(DIISRTE, 2012b, c, d, e & f) 
1.  Was an agreement between 
allies 
No.  
 
Clearly unequal power between parties and 
levels of trust had been publicly questioned 
by both sides 
 
2.  Had an underlying model of 
mutual accountability 
No.  
 
The arrangement was contractual based on 
the purchaser-provider model of 
accountability.  
 
3.  Had meaningful measures for 
addressing breaches of the 
compact for both parties 
No. 
  
Financial incentives for universities to meet 
government objectives (enrol more students); 
none stated for the government.  
 
4.  Were most effectively deployed 
in relationships of equal power, 
unless stronger party provided 
means by which it could be held 
accountable.  
 
No. 
 
Relative power of the government, which 
legislates and provides funding, clearly not 
equal to the universities’ power.  
5.  Required a high level of trust 
between parties.  
 
No. 
 
Trust publicly questioned by both sides.  
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6.  Lengthy history of compacts 
between parties, not always 
explicit 
No. 
 
A ‘compact’ between government and 
universities was a new idea.  
 
7.  Extensive stakeholder 
engagement.  
No. 
 
Staff and stakeholders mentioned, but 
method to develop mission or goals not 
articulated in compact.  
 
 
 
Table 5 shows that the Australian university ‘compacts’ were not compacts as defined in the 
literature review. Instead, the Australian university compacts, as they were implemented, 
could more accurately be described as an administrative process to bring the various 
elements of a university’s operations into one document. The document was then put on the 
relevant website, thereby gaining a degree of transparency to the public.   
 
The nature of the relationship between the government and universities continued to be a 
contractual relationship based on the purchaser-provider model of accountability discussed 
earlier in the literature review. The fact that the Funding Agreement continued to be the 
legal, contractual agreement between the universities and government illustrated the 
misalignment between the original conception of the compact and the implementation of a 
contract. The misalignment conjured Brown and Jagadananda’s (2007) admonition 
regarding the consequences of confused models of accountability and led to 
Recommendation 2, discussed in Chapter 5.  
 
The later chapters of the thesis discuss the implications of the misalignment of the 
conception of the compact initiative with what turned out to be an administrative process 
which had some, but limited, value. The findings of the research proved to be very fruitful in 
unpacking the issues behind the misalignment. The participants’ views on the compacts 
process, and the opportunities for organisational learning, were very revealing. Further 
discussion of these issues awaits the presentation of the findings (Chapter 4) and discussion 
of the research (Chapter 5). 
 
2.3.6 Summary of the literature on Australian university compacts 
 
The Australian university compacts experienced significant modification over the period of 
policy development and implementation. A key point of divergence was in relation to the 
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compact as a ‘total funding envelope’ which would encompass all university activities in one 
funding instrument. Related points of divergence between the conception and 
implementation of the compacts were that the purposes of re-building trust between 
government and universities, mission differentiation and the community outreach 
components were diminished in relative emphasis. The method by which universities should 
develop their mission for the compact was not canvassed at any point. The idea that the 
compacts would reduce bureaucratic oversight and administrative work did not eventuate. If 
anything, the opposite has been the case.   
 
On the other hand, and as noted by one of the research participants (Participant DE, p.5) the 
compact as implemented brought all the various activities of the university together into one 
document and made it transparent to the public.  
 
The analysis conducted for the literature review revealed that the compacts as implemented 
were a far cry from the compacts as conceived and as defined in the thesis. Given the many 
changes to the compacts as they evolved, and the contemporaneously fluid political and 
policy environment outlined in Charts 1 and 2, it was not surprising that the compacts 
enjoyed limited success.  
 
The introduction of demand-driven funding, which abrogated the relative stability of rolling 
triennial funding, and the changes to departmental structures and Ministers significantly 
impacted on the efficacy of the ‘compact moment’ as it was conceived. The changes to the 
compacts as they evolved diminished the nature of the original conception of a ‘compact’ 
between government and universities and rendered what eventuated an administrative 
activity. None of the seven criteria identified in the analysis as constituting a ‘compact’ were 
fulfilled in the compacts as they were implemented (Table 5).   
 
The Funding Agreement became the legal contract between the government and 
universities, clarifying that the relationship was indeed one between a purchaser and a 
provider in a contractual relationship, not a ‘compact’ between allies. The assumption behind 
the research was that compacts could have been a significant opportunity for organisational 
learning, primarily because of the need to develop an encompassing mission for the 
university which would identify its uniqueness and develop its differentiation in the sector. 
The research finding that significant and extensive organisational learning did not occur in 
this iteration of compacts (Chapter 4) was not a reason for ruling out such a possibility in the 
future. The recommendations of the study, provided in Chapter 5, suggest methods by which 
such compacts could be developed in the future.     
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Table 6 provides an overview of the components of the Full Compact as implemented which 
were relevant to the research.   
 
Table 6: Overview of the relevant components of the Australian university compacts  
Part One 
University mission; 
purpose and context of 
the university 
 
Part Two 
Teaching and Learning  
(Administered by DEEWR) 
Part Three 
Research, research training and 
innovation 
(Administered by DIISR) 
University Mission.  
Sets out the university’s 
values, aspirations and 
strategies; recognises 
that the Mission may 
evolve; recognises that 
the University is an 
autonomous institution 
responsible for the 
determination of its 
Mission, aspirations and 
strategies for their 
achievement 
 
 
 
 
Purpose  
* Strategic framework for 
relationship b/wn C’wlth 
and universities  
* sets out how 
university’s mission align 
with C’wlth’s goals  
* contributes to 
transparent and 
accountable system of 
administration of C’wlth 
funding.  
 
3.1 Quality 
* Focus on T&L to make Australia 
one of the most highly educated 
and skilled nations in the world 
* Focus on quality in student-
driven funding system to ensure 
C’wlth’s participation and social 
inclusion ambitions are achieved 
w/o a risk to quality 
* University engagement with 
TEQSA.  
 
3.2 Equity.  
* Social inclusion objectives: low 
SES and under-represented 
groups.  
 
3.3 Infrastructure 
* Commitment to world-class HE 
infrastructure 
* Responsibility rests with 
universities 
* C’wlth will help with funding 
through a range of mechanisms 
* Refers to both buildings and ICT 
 
3.4 Student enrolments * 
The participation objective: 
increasing Australia’s 
participation in HE study  
7.1 Research performance and 
capability 
* Increase number of research groups 
at world-class standard or above 
* Increase collaboration b/wn 
researchers w/in Australia and 
internationally.  
Required performance indicators 
* Number of disciplines at two- and 
four-digit FoR at world standard or 
above 
* Category 1 research income.  
Additional performance indicators.  
Optional items included by some 
universities 
 
7.2 Research training 
* To support high quality research 
training 
* To significantly increase the number 
of HDR completions over the next 
decade.  
Required performance indicators.  
* HDR load 
* HDR completions by Masters and 
PhD.  
Additional performance indicators.  
Optional items included by some 
universities  
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Context 
* Shared and mutual 
commitment by the 
C’wlth and universities to 
provide high quality 
educational experiences 
and outcomes to 
students and to build 
research and innovation 
capabilities and 
international 
competitiveness.  
* Universities seen by 
the C’wlth as 
autonomous institutions 
with distinctive missions 
and operating 
conditions.  
 
3.5 Other key teaching and 
learning priorities: University 
strategies.  
Optional items included by some 
universities.  
 
4. Performance Funding 
Performance Category 1: 
participation and social inclusion. 
1a: low SES; 1b: other under-
represented groups.  
Performance Category 2^: 
Student Experience  
Performance Category 3^: 
Quality of Learning Outcomes. 
 
^ not included in the 2011-2013 
Full Compact.  
 
* Regular gov’t. funding for 
teaching and learning under 
section 3.4, Student Enrolments,  
was provided in the “HESA 
Funding Agreement”, Attachment 
E of the compact documents.  
7.3 Innovation 
* To build an innovation system by 
promoting links b/wn Australian 
businesses, universities and publicly-
funded agencies. 
Required performance indicators 
* Six in total, including Category 3 
research income, number of national 
and international collaborations, 
number and value of consultancies 
and others.  
Additional performance indicators.  
Optional items included by some 
universities. 
 
Source: developed from DIISRTE (2012b, c, d, e and f)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
91 
 
 
2.4 Summary of the literature review on mission-based compacts  
 
The literature review to this point has discussed the publications relevant to an analysis of 
the terms ‘mission’, ‘compact’, international compacts and the Australian university compact 
initiative.  
 
The conclusion of the analysis was that the term ‘mission’ was amorphous and ill-defined in 
both the academic and practitioner literature. The lack of definition enabled a degree of 
ambiguity in the meaning of ‘mission’ in the Australian university compacts. The analysis 
also argued that the assumption that individual employees and organisations could be in 
alignment regarding an organisation’s mission was questionable, but not unfeasible. The 
discussed revealed no requirement to consult - or other method - by which universities 
should develop their mission for the compact.  
 
Brown and Muirhead (2001) provided a helpful understanding of the university’s mission with 
their definition of civic mission as a combination of personal maturity and the exercise of 
ethical responsibility towards society. However, the other university publications reviewed 
did not provide a definition or deeper discussion of the meaning of mission. The lack of a 
deeper discussion regarding the term ‘mission’ in the university literature was surprising 
given the term’s prominence in the literature and its importance to the compact initiative. The 
conclusion prefigured one of the findings of the research: that the mission-based compacts 
involved limited organisational learning, partly because of the relative lack of emphasis given 
to mission and the differences in perception about how mission could be developed.  
 
Analysis of the term ‘compact’ and the international compact literature lead to the definition 
used in the thesis, shown in Table 5. The most significant point raised by the definition was 
the model of accountability which was used between the parties. The analysis argued that 
mutual accountability was relevant to a ‘compact’ between allies, but that principal-agent 
accountability was relevant to a contract between a purchaser and provider. The argument 
of the research is that the Australian university compact initiative, which was really a 
purchaser-provider relationship, displayed a misalignment of types of accountability.   
   
The Australian university compacts evolved over the period of their development and were 
significantly different to the compacts as originally conceived. Analysis lead to the conclusion 
that the compacts had become an administrative process. The relationship between the 
government and universities remained a contractual one between the purchaser (the 
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government) and the provider (the universities). The enactment of the Funding Agreement 
as the legal instrument clarified the contractual arrangement between the parties.  
 
Having created the context for the mission-based compacts initiative in Australia, the next 
section of the literature review analyses the relevant organisational learning literature.  
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2.5 Literature in relation to organisational learning 
 
2.5.1 Introduction  
 
The discussion of the organisational learning literature begins with two introductory sub-
topics. The first sub-topic canvasses the reasons why organisational learning was selected 
as the theoretical lens with which to conduct the research. The second sub-topic canvasses 
the vexed question of “who is doing the learning?” given that organisations are not 
ontological entities with the cognitive capacity to learn. The definition of organisational 
learning is placed in the second introductory discussion because the issues arising from the 
definition flow sequentially into the later discussion.   
 
After the introductory sub-topics, the analysis proceeds to a deeper discussion regarding the 
importance of group learning to organisational learning, and the relevance of organisational 
learning to the Australian university mission-based compact initiative.  
 
The deeper discussion seeks to integrate the relevant points from three seminal works in the 
field: Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion, Weick’s (1995b) 
schema of sensemaking and Argyris’ (1999) theory of organisational learning, including 
‘single-‘ and ‘double-loop’ learning. The applicability of elements of the three models, and the 
use to which they have been put in the research, is presented as the models are explained 
and analysed.  
 
As raised in Chapter 1, organisational learning is a complex, contested and wide-ranging 
field of scholarly enquiry. The term has a multiplicity of definitions and uses and is frequently 
confused with “the learning organisation”, a term popularised by Senge (1990; 1992; 2006). 
While not repeating the discussion presented in Chapter 1, the difference between 
organisational learning and the “learning organisation” was between the critical and 
academic analysis of the former and the exhortation-to-practice of the latter. As Argyris 
(1999) argues, ‘organisational learning’ refers to the critical analysis of the theory and ‘the 
learning organisation’ refers to the exhortational rhetoric of its advocates (p.1).  
 
Given that many people confuse ‘organisational learning’ with the ‘learning organisation’, the 
following discussion presents the reasons for the selection of organisational learning as the 
lens for the research.  
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2.5.2 Why organisational learning and not the ‘learning organisation’? 
 
The theoretical lens selected for the research was organisational learning, not the ‘learning 
organisation’, for two sets of reasons. The first set of reasons was in relation to the nature of 
learning in organisations, while the second set of reasons was in relation to the nature of the 
mission-based compact. 
 
There were three reasons why the lens of organisational learning was selected in relation to 
the nature of learning in organisations. First, the lens of organisational learning enables a 
critical, analytical approach rather than the relatively uncritical approach of the learning 
organisation literature. The research focussed on an examination of the learning processes 
by which the university’s mission-based compact was developed, not just the content of the 
compact or, as it could be called, the ‘learning product’. This meant that the processes of the 
development of the compact could be analysed without the presumption that the compact 
must necessarily reflect the “best practice” of a learning organisation.  
 
As Figure 1, Four types of learning in organisations (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2003, p. 3) 
introduced in Chapter 1 illustrates, organisational learning is a theoretical process, not a 
practitioner outcome. The process approach enabled the researcher to consider the 
implications and issues of the development of the mission-based compact from a critical, 
theoretical perspective without the more content-oriented, practitioner rubric of ‘the learning 
organisation’.  
 
Second, it is the researcher’s view that almost no organisations are “learning organisations” 
as defined by Senge (1992) because the practitioner bar is set so high. As Garrat (1999) 
argues, ’the learning organisation is more an aspiration for a continuous process rather than 
a single product… I have never yet met a learning organisation’ (p.206).  
 
The results of this research and the analysed literature, such as Lave and Wenger (1991) 
and Baumard (1999), suggest that organisations engage in some form of organisational 
learning on a daily basis, even if in only mundane forms. The key point of difference between 
organisational learning and the ‘learning organisation’ was the extent to which the mundane, 
everyday examples of organisational data and communication may be viewed as 
organisational learning. In the organisational learning model developed during the research, 
Model 1, this form of organisational learning is titled ‘artefactural’.  
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According to Model 1, ‘artefactural’ organisational learning includes the daily forms of 
organisational learning which the organisation operationalises to monitor and adjust its 
practices. The mode of learning includes the monitoring and use of production and quality 
data, quality audits and the numbers of attendees at professional development programs. 
However, some scholars such as Schein (2003) and Baumard (1999), and at least one of 
the research participants (Participant AMC-B), do not consider such artefacts as evidence of 
organisational learning.  Rather, they view these artefacts as isolated examples of the 
codification of organisational information, usually referred to as ‘explicit knowledge’ in the 
literature (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Tsoukas, 2003; Ray, 2008; Mooradian, 2005).   
 
Baumard (1999), Ray (2008) and Tsoukas (2003) are critical of the so-called translation of 
the ‘inarticulable’ tacit knowledge (Tsoukas, 2003, p.424) into explicit knowledge because 
such ‘translation’ destroys the richness of tacit learning by making the inexpressible banal. 
Tsoukas (2003) argues that the ‘conduit metaphor of communication’ (p.422) that underlies 
the translation of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge ‘reduces practical knowledge to 
technical knowledge’ (p.422).  
 
Schein’s (2003) argument is that organisational learning requires the sharing of mental 
models across all the sub-groups of the organisation, which clearly may not happen in the 
generation of everyday organisational data and communication.  
 
The analysis of the findings of the research lead to the researcher’s view that the 
‘artefactural’ forms of organisational learning represent the organisation’s attempts to learn, 
even if they are mundane, isolated and not shared across all the sub-groups of the 
organisation. Such organisational learning is limited, but not non-existent. The ‘artefactural’ 
learning in Model 1 allows for unique elements of learning data to be acknowledged without 
them having to be operationalised across the organisation. The later discussion provides 
greater clarification of the point. For the purpose of this discussion, it is enough to say that 
the theoretical lens of organisational learning allowed for a more generous, less purist 
definition of the processes by which organisations attempt to learn.  
 
There were three reasons behind the rationale to use an organisational learning lens for the 
research in relation to mission-based compacts. First, the compacts were partly about 
developing a mission for the university. The earlier discussion on mission has shown that the 
developmental process could have been an opportunity to create a shared conceptual model 
among the university’s staff about its raison d’etre. A second reason behind the rationale 
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was that to develop innovation in the university, which was an explicit goal of the compact, 
would necessitate the nurturing of creativity of its staff. The use of the university’s 
organisational learning mechanisms to harness the creativity of staff and turn it into 
innovation in the compact was therefore a suitable lens for the research.  
 
The third reason for the theoretical lens of organisational learning was the identification of 
the nexus between the group and the organisation as the crucible of innovation. The later 
discussion will show that it was the interaction between the various sub-groups in the 
organisation and the organisation’s control mechanisms which created the dynamic tension 
between innovation and control and had the potential to lead to transformational 
organisational learning.  
 
Such considerations – the possibility of a shared mission, the impetus to foster innovation, 
and the acknowledgement that the interaction between the group and the organisation was 
the crucible of innovation – were the reasons the lens of organisational learning was 
selected for the research on compacts. The later discussion unpacks these issues in relation 
to the relevant literature.   
 
In relation to the second mode of learning in Model 1, ‘human learning in groups’, the 
concept of the community of practice (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Baumard, 1999) initially 
appeared as the most relevant and useful descriptor. However, analysis of the results of the 
research suggested that human learning in groups did not always include a community of 
practice. The concept of a community of practice connotes regular communication leading to 
a shared philosophy and practice of learning which was not evident in the research. One 
need only consider the disparate and disconnected groups of staff in the research 
(discussed in Chapters 4 and 5) to argue that they would not accurately be labelled a 
community of practice, yet learning occurred among them. As Cook and Yanow (1993) and 
Dragonetti, Antonacopoulou, Broekhuizen and Patnaik (2005) argue, learning in 
organisations does not have to be translated into practice or result in change for it to be a 
form of organisational learning. This is quite different from Argyris’ (1999) view that learning 
must lead to change. The nature of organisational learning shown in Model 1 accepts that 
organisational learning occurs daily in organisations even if it is at the artefactural or sub-
group levels and does not necessarily lead to change.  
 
The third reason that an organisational learning lens was selected for studying compacts 
was that it enabled the analysis of staff engagement in the university’s development of its 
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compact. The assumption behind the research was that the university would utilise its 
organisational learning systems to engage its staff to develop the compact, particularly the 
‘mission’ component. If ‘mission’ was supposed to ‘describe the organization’s shared values 
and beliefs and its reason for being’, to refresh Daft’s (2013, p.56) definition, then the 
organisational learning lens would enable the research to explore the ways in which the 
shared mission and ‘reason for being’ were crafted.  
 
The organisational learning lens allowed the nature and method of deep engagement of staff 
learning to be examined from a critical perspective and compared to the literature. This is 
what eventuated: the research achieved this objective. By contrast, the research lens 
provided by the model of ‘the learning organisation’ was considered to be too prescriptive, 
practitioner-oriented and theoretically uncritical to be a suitable lens for examining the nature 
and method of the compact’s development.   
 
Having clarified the differences between organisational learning and ‘the learning 
organisation’, and explained the rationale behind the selection of the organisational learning 
lens for the research, the review turns to a definition of organisational learning. The 
discussion canvasses the vexed question of “who is doing the learning?” in organisational 
learning.   
        
2.5.3 Definition of organisational learning 
 
The various reviews of the organisational learning literature have consistently argued over 
an extensive period that there is not a single, agree definition of organisational learning. 
Nearly thirty years ago Fiol and Lyles (1985) stated that ‘no theory or model of organisational 
learning has widespread acceptance’ (p.803) and only ten years ago Watson (2002) stated 
that ‘given the fragmented and differentiated contributions in organisational learning it does 
not seem possible to give a precise definition’ (p.74).  
 
Given the difficulty of establishing an exact and agreed definition of organisational learning, 
the following discussion unpacks several definitions of the term which have been used in the 
research. The discussion presents the definitions and uses to which they have been put in a 
sequence from the most accessible to the more conceptual.     
 
One of the most accessible definitions of organisational learning is provided by Easterby-
Smith and Lyles (2003) who state:  
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…organisational learning refers to the study of the learning processes of and within 
organisations… where individuals and groups strive to understand and critique what 
is taking place. (p.3)  
 
Argyris’ (1999) definition was similar, whereby organisational learning is:  
 
…the capability of real-world organisations to draw valid and useful inferences from 
the experience and observation and to convert such inferences to effective action. 
(p.14)  
 
These authors understand organisational learning as the process of change in individual and 
group thought and action which comes to be embedded in the operations of the 
organisation. Vera and Crossan (2003) argue that it is when individual and group learning 
become institutionalised and knowledge is embedded in routines, systems, structures, 
culture and strategy, that organisational learning is said to have occurred.  These definitions 
provide a helpful introductory understanding of the term.  
 
The key question that has generated much debate in the organisational learning literature 
has been “who, or what, is doing the learning?” The reason this question has been so 
prominent is because organisations, in themselves, are not ontological entities. As they are 
not extant beings capable of thought and learning, the question has been “does it make 
sense to talk about an organisation learning?” It is this issue that the researcher has found 
most of his interlocutors confused about, and it is one of the main reasons he believes that 
the term has faded in the popular and academic business literatures. Many people, 
particularly those working in organisations, cannot understand how a non-human concept 
like “an organisation” can learn.  
 
Argyris (1999) argues that the individual is the only meaningful vehicle of learning because 
organisations are not ontological entities. In his view, it is not meaningful to talk about 
organisations “learning” because learning requires cognitive apparatus. Argyris’ (1999) 
model of individualised learning, which can become institutionalised and used for change, is 
known as the “cognitive model” of organisational learning (Cook and Yanow, 1993). Argyris 
(1999) is quite adamant in his view that organisational learning is an aggregation of 
individual learning by stating several times that ‘organizations learn through individuals 
acting as agents for them’ (p.157).  
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However, as Watson (2002) argues in his comprehensive review of the organisational 
learning literature, it is meaningful to talk about learning by groups of people in the 
organisation. The most notable exponents of this view are Lave and Wenger (1991), who 
espouse the importance of the group in their conception of ‘legitimate peripheral 
participation’ and Baumard (1999) with his conception of the ‘community of practice’.  
 
Cook and Yanow (1993) seek to redress the balance between the individual and the group 
in their conception of organisational learning as the: 
 
…acquiring, sustaining or changing of intersubjective meanings through the 
artifactural vehicles of their expression and transmission and the collective actions of 
the group. (p.384)  
 
While the term ‘intersubjective meanings’ is explained in detail in a later section, it refers to 
the meanings people in groups develop, which Cook and Yanow (1993) call ‘in congregate’ 
(p.384). The ‘artifactural vehicles of their expression’ refers to the artefacts of in congregate 
learning, such as annual reports, statements of corporate philosophy, award celebrations 
and the daily talk about the specifics of work (p.388). While Cook and Yanow’s (1993) 
definition is more prolix, it resonates with the importance of the group to organisational 
learning.   
 
Remembering that Argyris’ (1999) view of organisational learning is essentially that of 
aggregated individual learning, Schein (2003) provides a helpful synthesis of individual and 
group learning by stating: 
  
…any form of organizational learning, therefore, will require the evolution of shared 
mental models that cut across the subcultures of the organization. (p.28)  
 
This view reflects the researcher’s experience as a practitioner of the process by which 
legitimate peripheral participation (Lave and Wenger, 1991) in communities of practice 
(Baumard, 1999) become operationalised into organisational learning. When particular 
conceptual models such as an organisation’s mission or those of a management practice, 
such as delegation and empowerment, become shared across different subcultures of the 
organisation, including the executive, then organisational learning can be said to have 
occurred (Schein, 2003).  
100 
 
 
 
For the mission-based compact initiative in Australian universities, this could have been 
when a conceptual model of the university’s particular mission came to be shared across the 
different sub-cultures of the organisation. In the researcher’s model of organisational 
learning, such a shared model of the university’s mission could have been “transformational 
organisational learning” (Model 1) which was generated through the development of the 
compact.  
 
Such transformational organisational learning could have led to the sector differentiation and 
innovation first conceptualised in the Australian university compacts (Macklin, 2006; Go8, 
2008b). It was for this reason that the researcher, and others (e.g. Participants AMC-A; 
AMC-D; EX) became interested in the mission-based compact initiative: because it offered 
the opportunity to deploy organisational learning for the goal of a shared mission which 
would in turn generate organisational uniqueness and innovation. As the research 
uncovered, such a grand vision was not to occur, for the reasons discussed earlier in the 
literature review and in Chapters 4 and 5.  
 
 
2.5.4 The importance of staff engagement to organisational learning: Nonaka 
and Takeuchi (1995) 
 
Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003) acknowledge the progression of the discourse on “who is 
doing the learning?” by accepting the interaction between the three levels of learning: the 
individual, the group and the organisation. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) not only accepted 
the legitimacy of individual, group and organisational learning but argue that it is the synergy 
between the three that forms the basis of knowledge creation and innovation in 
organisations. The findings of the research support this view and led to the conclusion that 
the compact could have been a prime opportunity to create transformational organisational 
learning through the engagement of staff in the development of the compact.   
 
Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) influential four-phase model of knowledge conversion (Figure 
3) was centred on staff learning in groups. The model proceeds in four phases: from 
socialisation to externalisation to combination and finally to internalisation.  
 
 
 
101 
 
 
 
       tacit   tacit   
  tacit  Socialisation  externalisation   explicit 
       
     
  tacit  internalisation  combination      explicit 
       
 
     explicit   explicit  
 
 
Figure 3: Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion  
Source: Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), Figure 3.2, p.62 
 
 
In brief, the four phases consist of the following:  
 
- Socialisation: tacit knowledge and mental models are shared among staff. Examples 
of ‘socialisation’ included apprenticeships, mentoring, shadowing, networking and on-
the-job training. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) argue this was “tacit to tacit” 
knowledge sharing (p.62) because specific concepts may not be articulated. For 
example, staff often tell each other of their experiences in the organisation and “the 
way things are done around here” without specifically using the term ‘organisational 
culture’. In the researcher’s model of organisational learning (Model 1), this phase is 
called ‘human learning in groups’.  (Tacit and explicit knowledge and learning are defined 
in the next section). 
 
- Externalisation: tacit knowledge about work is articulated into explicit concepts taking 
the shape of metaphors, analogies, hypotheses and models (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 
1995, p.84). Departmental staff meetings are a good example of ‘externalisation’, to 
the extent that tacit knowledge of work processes may be discussed and thereby 
become available to others outside the specific work group. In the researcher’s 
model of organisational learning (Model 1), this phase is called ‘human learning in 
groups’.    
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- Combination: this is the process of systematising the learning concepts into the 
organisation’s processes and artefacts, such as policies and procedures and the 
information provided in the organisation’s ICT platforms (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 
1995, p.67). The researcher named this process the “operationalisation of 
organisational learning” and included it in the ‘artefactural’ and ‘systems and people’ 
levels of organisational learning in Figure 2.  
 
- Internalisation: this is the phase when the explicit organisational knowledge of the 
combination phase was internalised by staff and used in their daily work (Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, 1995, p.69). The phase is not included in the researcher’s model of 
organisational learning (Model 1) for two reasons. The first reason is that Argyris’ 
(1999) cognitive model of learning explicates individual learning in organisations so 
well that an additional model was not viewed as a contribution to knowledge. The 
second reason is that the research focussed on the nature and method of how the 
university developed its compact, not on individual learning of potentially unrelated 
issues.     
 
Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) four phases become a continuous loop of knowledge 
conversion when the process of ‘internalisation’ continues into a new round of ‘socialisation’. 
By illustrating the conversion of knowledge through the four phases, the model shows the 
way in which learning by the individual may be communicated to, and understood by, the 
group. The argument of the model is that the ‘internalised’ tacit knowledge of the individual 
can become the ‘externalised’ and ‘combination’ explicit knowledge of the group (Nonaka 
and Takeuchi, 1995).   
 
Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion has received criticism. 
Tsoukas (2003) and Ray (2008) are both highly critical of Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) 
alleged misreading of Polanyi’s (1974) definition of tacit knowledge. Tsoukas (2003), 
Baumard (1999) and Ray (2008) are critical of the idea that tacit learning retains its unique 
quality when ‘translated’ into explicit knowledge. On the other hand, Mooradian (2005) is 
sanguine about Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model and state that ‘their use of the concept 
remains close to Polanyi and can be described as robust’ (p.104).  
 
The following section discusses the way in which the model of knowledge conversion has 
been adapted for the research.  
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2.5.5 Knowledge and learning 
 
The following discussion introduces the way in which Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model 
of knowledge conversion has been used to understand the results of the research. The 
model illustrates how tacit knowledge can be shared from the individual to the group as 
explicit knowledge. The process of knowledge conversion raises the nexus between 
‘knowledge’ and ‘learning’.    
 
The philosophical and practical issues involved with, and the contested differences between, 
‘learning’ and ‘knowledge’ have a lengthy history in the literature (Polanyi, 1974; Argyris, 
1999; Sveiby, 2001, 2007; Sveiby and Simons, 2002; Schunk, 2000; Mezirow, 1996, 2000; 
Mooradian, 2005; Ray, 2008; Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2003). Watson (2002) states that 
‘the concepts of learning and knowledge are…closely related’ (p.202) and argues for the 
recognition of the deep link between them with his model of connectionism.  
 
Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003) acknowledge the nexus between learning and knowledge 
and argue that ‘knowledge  …(is) the content that the organisation possesses and learning… 
(is) the process whereby it acquires this (content)’ (p.3). Pemberton and Stonehouse (2000) 
state that ‘the primary purpose of organisational learning is the continuous development of 
new knowledge’ (p.186). For the purposes of the research, learning was the process by 
which knowledge was obtained. In other words, learning was the process and knowledge the 
outcome.  
 
In relation to what constitutes ‘tacit’ and ‘explicit’ learning, a useful definition of tacit learning 
in the literature was learning that occurs without explicit articulation of the learning process 
or content by the learner (Watson, 2002). Examples of tacit learning in everyday experience 
include learning how to drive a car, how to use a machine or how to manage staff. These 
activities can all be learnt without the learner articulating the process by which have they 
learnt. Lave and Wenger (1991), Baumard (1999) and Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) provide 
multiple examples of tacit knowledge. As Polanyi famously said in relation to the tacit: ‘we 
know more than we can tell’ (Ray, 2008, p.243). As Figure 3 shows, tacit learning occurs at 
the ‘socialisation’ and ‘internalisation’ phases of the model of knowledge conversion (Nonaka 
and Takeuchi, 1995, p.62). 
 
Schon’s (1987) concept of the ‘reflective practitioner’ illustrates the limitations of tacit 
learning, limitations which Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) and Baumard (1999) tend to gloss 
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over. The question is, of course, what if the tacit learning is faulty? As Dragonetti, 
Antonacopoulou, Broekhuizen and Patnaik (2005) state, ‘(there is) the possibility that what is 
learned is not necessarily optimal, nor even, in some cases, positive’ (p.14).  
 
Argyris (1999) argues that organisational ‘defensive routines’ may lead to the acceptance of 
negative tacit learning. Defensive routines are ‘organizational designs that make people 
systematically unaware of the behavioural phenomena that underlie… errors’ (p.6) and 
include the intentional and unintentional outcomes of organisational control. Argyris (1999) 
developed his method of ‘action science’ to identify and correct defensive routines so that 
organisational learning could be positive and productive. While it may be that some 
unanalysed tacit learning constitutes a form of defensive routine, further discussion of the 
issue is beyond the scope of the research.  
 
A useful definition of explicit knowledge in the literature was the articulation of learning which 
has been codified into documents such as mission statements, policies and procedures and 
other organisational artefacts (Mooradian, 2005). The extent to which tacit learning and 
knowledge are changed or ‘corrupted’ by being made explicit, as discussed by Baumard 
(1999), Mooradian (2005), Ray (2008) and others, is also beyond the scope of the research. 
As Figure 3 shows, explicit knowledge is encapsulated in the ‘externalisation’ and 
‘conversion’ phases of the model of knowledge conversion (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, 
p.62).  
 
The value of Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion to the research 
is to illustrate that organisational learning requires the deep engagement of staff in the 
conversion of individual tacit knowledge into explicit group knowledge. The authors state:  
 
…it should be clear that the individual and organisation are not at the opposite ends 
of a dichotomy. The individual is the creator of knowledge and the organisation is the 
amplifier of knowledge. But the actual context in which much of the conversion takes 
place is at the group or team level. The group functions as the synthesiser of 
knowledge. (p.240)   
 
The nature and extent of the connection between individual, group and organisational 
learning is central to the understanding of the results of research and has been a recurrent 
theme in organisational learning (Cook and Yanow, 1993; Watson 2002, Seo, 2003).    
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2.5.6 Organisational learning and strategy formulation 
 
Vera and Crossan (2003) argue that organisational learning is comprised of the continually 
evolving knowledge stored in individuals, groups and the organisation. These authors 
contend that the organisation’s learning constitutes the infrastructure that supports a firm’s 
strategy formulation and implementation processes. Such infrastructure includes the 
organisation’s strategic plans, annual reports and policy and procedure manuals – and, for 
the purpose of this research, possibly a strategy document like the university’s mission-
based compact.  
 
The definition provided by Vera and Crossin (2003) suggests that organisational learning 
occurs when it is systematised and included in explicit organisational documents such as 
those named above plus ICT platforms such as email, shared drives, the organisation’s 
intranet, external websites, social media sites and others. The inclusion of such “knowledge 
repositories” constituted the connection between organisational learning and ‘knowledge 
management’, according to Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003) and Cummings and Worley 
(2009).   
 
The elements of Vera and Crossin’s (2003) infrastructure have been subsumed into the 
‘artefactural’ type of organisational learning in Model 1. When these elements are used in 
concert, and come to be shared across the sub-cultures of the organisation, they may 
constitute the connection between the ‘artefactural’ and ‘human learning in groups’ types of 
learning which can then generate the ‘transformational organisational learning’ shown in the 
model.    
 
According to Vera and Crossin’s (2003) conception of the role of organisational learning in 
the development of strategy, the mission-based compact could have become the knowledge 
repository of the university’s organisational learning.     
 
 
2.5.7 Control and innovation 
 
The two issues of organisational control and innovation emerged early in the research. While 
not wishing to pre-empt the results of the research, the two issues arose unprompted for a 
number of reasons.  
 
106 
 
 
The first reason is reflected in the abundance of debate regarding control and innovation in 
the relevant literatures. The relationship between control and innovation is a central concept 
in both the organisational learning and university literatures. Relevant publications among 
the organisational learning literature are Schein (1996; 1999), Argyris (1999), Weick (1995b) 
and Smith et al. (2011). Relevant publications in the university literature are Zemsky, 
Wegner and Massy (2005) and Marginson and Considine (2000). These publications raise 
the importance of control and innovation in the development of policy which is explicitly 
intended, in part, to generate innovation.  
 
The second reason is the participants’ responses in phase 1 of the research. The 
participants raised the issues of control and innovation because they were viewed as 
relevant to how the university’s compact was developed. The participants raised the 
following issues: 
 
- the nature and extent of information about the compact with which they were 
provided 
- the nature and extent of management and staff consultation regarding the compact’s 
development 
- what would be done with the compact information 
- and the opportunities for innovation which the compact process may have offered.   
 
The third reason is that the issue of organisational control is in a dynamic tension with the 
messy creativity of innovation, as suggested by the Schein (1999, p.171) quote which opens 
this chapter. Organisations want the creativity that leads to innovation but also want to 
maintain control over the many levers of the organisation particularly budget, quality, 
production and staffing (Samson and Daft, 2012). The dynamic tension between these two 
issues was a natural concomitant of the compact process. Figure 4 shows these forces in a 
balance.   
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Organisational control 
 
        OL and innovation 
 
 
 
 
                     The university’s compact 
 
 
Figure 4 The organisational learning balance: control, innovation and the 
university’s compact 
 
Figure 4 shows organisational control and the innovation inherent in organisational learning 
in a dynamic tension. In relation to the development of the mission-based compact, the 
university needed to complete a government administrative requirement: to have a compact. 
In terms of innovation, the compact included the university’s mission and an agreement 
between government and the university to, among other things, develop the university’s 
innovative capacity and differentiation in the sector (Macklin, 2006; Go8, 20008b; DIISRTE, 
2012b, c, d, e and f). The balance of the tension between these forces in the university’s 
compact was one of the most interesting findings of the research and lead to 
recommendations 3 and 4 (Chapter 5).  
 
Innovation 
 
Before wading into the deeper waters of Weick’s (1995) helpful, but complex conception of 
the nexus between control and innovation, the following discussion presents definitions of 
each of the terms.  
 
Smith et al. (2011) use Courvisanos’s (2007) definition of innovation as:  
 
…the creative application of knowledge to increase the set of techniques and 
products commercially available in the economy. (Smith et al., 2011, p.7)  
 
The article specifies three types of innovation: product, which means new goods and 
services; process, which means new ways of doing things; and organisational, which means 
new mechanisms by which organisations could foster innovation (p.8). The organisational 
type of innovation is the most relevant to the research.  
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Samson (2010) quotes Schumpeter’s definition of innovation as ‘the commercial or industrial 
application of something new…’ (Samson, 2010, p.9). One of the participants of the 
research, a well-known and published Australian scholar in the field of innovation, stated in 
the interview for the research that innovation was ‘something new that had to be 
operationalised’ (Participant AMC-D, p.7). As Smith et al. (2011) argue: creativity is the 
generation of new ideas, while innovation is their successful implementation (p.25).  
 
The Australian government’s innovation website (www.innovation.gov.au) states that 
innovation was ‘new knowledge…new ways of doing business, and (the) transform(ation of) 
great ideas into great results’ (DIISRTE, 2013, p.1). The government’s blue print for 
innovation, ‘Powering Ideas. An innovation agenda for the 21st Century’ (DIISR, 2009), 
issued by the Minister at the time, Sen. Kim Carr, had comparable definitions of innovation. 
The relevant compact publications like Macklin (2006) concur with this definition of 
innovation (p.96).   
 
It is clear from these definitions that ‘innovation’ requires not just new ideas, but for the new 
ideas to be put into practice. For the government and universities, acknowledged by the 
University of Ballarat’s response to the draft compact template (UB, 2010), this usually 
means the commercialisation of the new idea.  
 
Smith el al. (2011) wax lyrical about the importance of ‘creative ecologies’ (p.26) which 
support the nurturing and development of innovation in organisations. The authors 
acknowledge the importance of staff empowerment and involvement as ‘key practices which 
can build innovative behaviours’ (p.25).  
 
Christensen and Eyring (2011) and Bower and Christensen (1995) have introduced the 
conception of two quite different types of innovation which are relevant to the research. 
These authors argue that the first type of innovation, which they call ‘sustaining’ innovation, 
continues the development of an existing product and seeks to improve it. As Bower and 
Christensen (1995) state:  
 
…sustaining technologies tend to maintain the rate of improvement; that is, they give 
customers something more or better in the attributes they already have. (p.45)   
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Later, Christensen and Eyring (2011) state simply that a ‘sustaining innovation makes 
something bigger or better’ (p.xxiv).  
 
The second type of innovation, ‘disruptive innovation’, is defined as a product which, while  
initially not as effective and easy to use as an existing product, becomes with further 
development the dominant product in the marketplace (Bower and Christensen, 1995; 
Christensen and Eyring, 2011).  
 
In discussing the U.S higher education sector, Christensen and Eyring (2011) argue that 
online learning is an excellent example of a disruptive innovation. Initially, online learning 
was of unsatisfactory quality due to slow internet speeds and because it was used as a 
substitute for face-to-face instruction, functioning as electronic storage and access for 
lecture slides and exams. However, with the improvements to online learning which have 
made it an alternative learning medium in its own right, with features such as video-
conferencing and online tutorials, online learning has become highly utilised in universities 
across the globe, as evidenced by the avalanche of MOOCs (Caplan, 2013). As Christensen 
and Eyring (2011) state:  
 
… as the disruptive innovation improves – by its own sustaining innovations – it 
becomes a threat to traditional providers. (p.xxv)   
 
The two types of innovation have been raised in the discussion because of their relevance to 
the results of the research. As will be argued in Chapter 5, the intention of the initial proposal 
for the mission-based compact initiative (Macklin, 2006) was a type of disruptive innovation 
in the Australian university sector. Indeed, one of the research participants (EM-A2) raised 
the specific concept of disruptive innovation in his/her interview regarding the intention of the 
compact initiative. Finally, the two types of innovation have relevance to the two types of 
organisational learning canvassed in Model 1.  
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Organisational control 
 
Samson and Daft (2012) define organisational control as: 
  
The systematic process through which managers regulate organisational activities to 
make them consistent with expectations established in plans, targets and standards 
of performance. (p.701)   
 
When this definition is placed next to Schein’s (1999) view of the paradox of organisational 
learning, the tension between innovation and control can be understood: 
 
The concept of a perpetually learning and innovative organization is, therefore, a 
paradox in that the very concept of organization is to restrict individual freedom in 
order to achieve a joint purpose. (p.171)  
 
The relevance of the two ‘sensitising concepts’ (Birks and Mills, 2011) of innovation and 
control in the research became apparent. The compacts might have been an opportunity to 
use the university’s organisational learning capacity, including deep engagement of staff 
learning, to foster the creativity that leads to innovation. This would have not only completed 
the compact as an administrative requirement, but also achieved the point of the compact 
initiative, which was, partly, to develop a more innovative Australian university sector.   
 
The implications of the use of excessive organisational control were clear and universally 
negative in the literature. For example, Smith et al. (2011) state: 
 
The major organisational factor identified in the literature as an impediment to 
effective creativity management, and thus innovation, is control. (p.26)  
 
Baumard (1999) and Schein (1999) are both quite radical in their criticism of the nature of 
organisational control. Schein (1999) goes so far as to argue that the two forces of control 
and innovation are inherently opposed. In his thought-provoking article, Schein (1999) 
argues that creativity and innovation are, by definition, forms of deviance from the 
organisational norm: ‘the essence of organizing is to curb individual variation and creativity’ 
(p.168). Schein argues that the deviance of non-conformity would generate anxiety and be 
suppressed by the organisation.  
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Schein’s (1999) identification of the paradox of control and innovation reflects elements of 
Baumard’s (1999) view of ambiguity and Argyris’ (1999) view of the reasons for the failure of 
much organisational learning. Baumard (1999) argues that the organisation’s tolerance of 
ambiguity is the key determining factor in how productively it uses tacit knowledge and is 
able to realise organisational learning. Argyris (1999) argues that the lack of productive 
organisational learning is not due to errors of implementation, but due to the protective 
measures used to prevent decision-makers from being exposed to embarrassment (p.xiv). 
The protective measures are the ‘defensive routines’ of his ‘theory in use’ (Argyris, 1999, 
p.180).     
 
Schein’s (1999) resolution of the paradox of control and innovation is his argument that to 
foster creativity and innovation the organisation needs to allow individual discretion, even to 
the point of allowing individuals to withdraw from corporate learning initiatives. In Baumard’s 
(1999) view, organisational creativity and innovation means developing the tolerance for 
ambiguity and resisting the urge to codify tacit knowledge. To Argyris (1999), it means 
overcoming the defensive routines of his defensive thinking and moving, through ‘action 
science’, to productive reasoning. In other words, organisations could have the innovation 
provided by creativity if they were willing to face up to their defensive rationalisations, 
tolerate the ambiguity of looser organisational controls and trust their staff.  
 
The point of the above discussion is to clarify that the relationship between innovation and 
control is in a dynamic tension, and to some scholars, inherently in opposition. The tension 
between innovation and control is relevant to the research in regard to how the university 
managed its organisational learning activities to complete its compact. The ‘control’ lightning 
rods on Model 1 illustrate the three key points that the organisation exerts control over 
organisational learning process. These points are discussed in greater depth in Chapter 5.  
 
The following discussion pursues Weick’s (1995b) deeper arguments regarding control and 
innovation to analyse the potential resolution of the tension between them. The reader’s 
patience is requested as the definitions and uses of the following models are presented in a 
sequential manner before moving toward a synthesis of their uses in the research.    
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2.5.8 Weick (1995b) and the crucible of innovation 
 
Weick (1995b) provides a deeper analysis of the nexus between control and innovation 
which is helpful to the research by explicating the dynamics and potential resolution of the 
two factors. Weick proposes four levels of organisational meaning: the intrasubjective, the 
intersubjective, the generic subjective and the extrasubjective (sic). The following discussion 
provides an overview of the meaning of the terms and their importance to the research.  
 
Weick (1995b) names the individual level of meaning-making in organisations (which he 
terms ‘sensemaking’) as the ‘intrasubjective’ (p.71). Intrasubjective sensemaking constitutes 
the individual’s thoughts, feelings and intentions. Intrasubjective meaning implies the use of 
the properties of sensemaking to the individual’s attempt to make sense of their experience 
in the organisation.  
 
The author proposes that the second level of sensemaking in organisations, the 
intersubjective level, becomes distinct from the intrasubjective when the individual’s 
thoughts, feelings and intentions are merged or synthesised in conversations during which 
the individual’s self is transformed from the singular “I” into the plural “we” (p.71). Weick 
argues that a level of social reality forms at the intersubjective level which consists of an 
‘intersubject’, or a joined or merged subject. This level of meaning making is a helpful 
theoretical example of what Cook and Yanow (1993) described as the ‘in congregate’ level 
of group identity and activity.  
 
Put simply, the intersubjective is where people meet, talk and compare stories about the 
organisation in their attempt to make sense of it. Importantly, it is this level of interaction that, 
according to Weick (1995b), is the driver of creativity and innovation in the organisation. He 
argues that without an effective level of intersubjective sensemaking, in which people could 
talk and thereby animate and develop their understanding of the organisation’s activities, the 
organisation becomes sclerotic and closed to change (p.73).   
 
The movement from the intrasubjective to the intersubjective parallels Nonaka and 
Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion (Figure 4) in which individual tacit 
knowledge in the ‘socialisation’ phase becomes the group knowledge of the ‘externalisation’ 
phase.  
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The next level of sensemaking, according to Weick’s (1995b) schema, is the generic 
subjective level. The generic subjective level is above the group and represents the ‘social’ 
or organisational level of meaning (p.71). At this level, individual and grouped human beings, 
as subjects, are no longer present. According to Weick, at the generic subjective level the 
conception of the human self – either individually or as a group - is left behind.  
 
Weick (1995b) argues that the social structures of the organisation imply a generic identity. 
From an operational perspective, the organisation’s executive and management structures, 
policies, procedures and administrative manuals are helpful examples of the generic 
subjective. These structures are borne out of people’s experiences in a particular 
organisation, but transcend the individual experience of any one person who had contributed 
to them. For example, policies and procedures are explicitly ‘apersonal’ and operate at a 
‘generic’ level where the individual must make sense of them through their interactions. In 
the Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) model of knowledge conversion (Figure 4), this level would 
correspond to the ‘conversion’ phase.  
 
The generic subjective level of meaning and interaction was similar to the role played by the 
chorus in ancient Greek plays. Sophocles’ use of the chorus in ‘Oedipus Rex’ (Sophocles, 
1965) mirrors Weick’s meaning and use of the ‘generic subjective’ level of meaning. The 
generic subjective provided the organisation’s view and voice about what should be done 
and how it should be done, just as the Greek chorus provided the gods’ views of what the 
protagonist’s actions should have been.   
 
Of relevance to the research, Weick (1995b) contends that one of the main functions of the 
generic subjective level is to maintain organisational control (p.72). Weick argues that it was 
during the interaction between the intersubjective and the generic subjective levels that 
organisational meaning and sensemaking are developed. Indeed, Weick considers that 
sensemaking through generic subjectivity is the mainstay of organisational analysis. In times 
of stability he argues that generic subjectivity takes many forms, including scripts for 
behaviour. In times of change, Weick (1995b) argues that the vibrancy of the exchange 
between the intersubjective and generic subjective is largely determined by the 
organisation’s degree of control or innovation.  
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As Weick (1995b) argues:  
 
To manage a transition is to manage the tension that often results when people try to 
reconcile the innovation inherent in intersubjectivity with the control inherent in 
generic subjectivity. Organisational forms represent bridging operations that attempt 
this reconciliation on an ongoing basis. (p.75)  
 
In Weick’s view, the interaction between the intersubjective and the generic subjective was 
the crucible of innovation (the researcher’s term). The ‘in congregate’ dynamos of meaning 
creation among people in groups at the intersubjective level, and the organisational controls 
exerted by the organisation’s hierarchy and policies, constitute the frame in which the 
organisation’s capacity to be innovative is decided. The mission-based compact could have 
been one of the ‘bridging forms’ between control and innovation, by creating the nexus 
between staff learning in groups and the university bureaucracy.  
 
The final level of meaning in Weick’s (1995b) sensemaking model is the extrasubjective 
which consists of an idealised form of meaning. According to Weick, the generic identity that 
occupies a role, such as the ancient Greek chorus or “the university”, is now replaced by a 
transcendent level of meaning at the supra-organisational level. This level of meaning 
consists of ‘pure meanings’ (p.72) without a knowing subject. Weick suggests that this is a 
level of symbolic reality such as we might associate with the concepts ‘capitalism’ or 
‘mathematics’.  
 
The relevance of Weick’s (1995b) schema of sensemaking to the research is his analysis of 
the crucible of innovation in organisations. Weick argues that it is the interaction between the 
groups and subcultures of the organisation on the one hand, and the controls of the 
hierarchy and policy on the other, which determine how innovative or sclerotic the 
organisation becomes. Weick’s (1995b) schema provides a conceptualisation of how the 
opposing forces of control and innovation could be balanced and potentially become 
productive to the organisation. The conceptualisation was essential to the development of 
institutional organisational learning developed in the research, Model 1.   
 
The interaction between the intersubjective and generic subjective is the nexus not only of 
control and innovation but also of organisational learning. If organisational learning is to be 
fully realised in the university then, as the relevant scholars argued (Argyris, 1999; Schein, 
2003; Vera and Crossin, 2003; Cook and Yanow, 1993; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995 in terms 
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of ‘knowledge conversion’; and others) then the ‘learning’ must transcend the groups and 
subcultures of the organisation and become embedded in its routines and systems. The 
interaction between the groups and subcultures of the organisation determine the extent to 
which organisational learning can become fully realised and possibly transformational in the 
organisation.   
 
A key analytical question in relation to the development of the compact is therefore: would 
learning in the organisation remain in the groups and subcultures of the organisation, or 
become a shared concept across the organisation? From this question, the principal 
research question became apparent: to what extent did the university engage in 
organisational learning, which could enable a shared concept of the compact across the 
groups and sub-cultures of the organisation? This was particularly relevant because the 
compact was partly designed to increase innovation.  
 
2.5.9 Argyris (1999): ‘single-loop’ and ‘double-loop’ learning  
 
Many authors, among them Cummings and Worley (2009), Watson (2002) and Seo (2003) 
acknowledge Argyris’ substantial contribution of ‘single-‘ and ‘double-loop’ learning (Argyris, 
1999) to the literature and practice of organisational learning. The two levels or orders of 
learning distinguish between a simpler, trial-and-error correction level of learning (single-loop 
learning) and a deeper level of learning (double-loop learning).  
 
There is a substantial body of literature in learning theory which recognises two levels of 
learning. The two levels usually consist of a simpler, information-learning process which 
leads to the acquisition of new skills or knowledge, and a more complex, second level of 
learning whereby conceptual frameworks, or mental schema are changed (Baumgartner, 
2001; Bartunek, 1984).  
 
Other theories and models of learning which utilise a two-level framework include Piaget’s 
‘assimilative’ and ‘accommodative’ learning (Schunk, 2000), Mezirow’s  ‘elaboration’ and 
‘transformational’ learning (1996; 2000), Senge’s (2006) ‘adaptive’ and ‘generative’ learning 
and Bartunek’s (1984) ‘interpretive schema’ learning which can lead to first and second 
order organisational change. Lawler and Sillitoe (2010) canvass the literature about two 
types of learning at some length.  
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The reason the research adapted Argyris’ (1999) typology of single- and double-loop 
learning was because it is so well known and because the two types of learning provide a 
bridge between Weick’s (1995) crucible of innovation and the two types of learning proposed 
in the researcher’s Model 1.  
 
Figure 5 reproduces Argyris’ (1999) helpful schematic of how single- and double-loop 
learning work.   
 
 
           match 
     
Governing variables  actions  consequences  mismatch 
 
 
      Single-loop learning 
 
 
 
   Double-loop learning 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5 Argyris’ (1999) model of single- and double-loop learning 
 
Source: Argyris (1999), Figure 3.1, p.68  
 
 
Figure 5 shows that ‘single-loop’ learning involves a revision of mis-matched actions to 
achieve a match between a problem and its solution. In other words, single-loop learning 
functions to solve problems and correct mistakes, when the use of known tools and solutions 
suffice to fix the problem.  
 
Double-loop learning functions at a deeper level than single-loop learning because its role is 
to correct any mis-matches, or mistakes, which may have occurred after single-loop learning 
had failed to solve the problem. In other words, if the use of known tools and solutions 
(single-loop learning) did not fix the problem, Argyris (1999) proposes double-loop learning 
as a way to reach a solution. The role Argyris (1999) proposes for double-loop learning is a 
‘revision of the governing variables’ (p.68) of the decision-making process. Argyris (1999) 
proposes his method of ‘action science’ as a processual dialogue among key organisational 
actors to achieve double-loop learning in an organisation.  
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The relevance of single- and double-loop learning to the research is the provision of a model 
which could conceptualise the transformational learning that arose in Weick’s (1995b) 
crucible of innovation. The analysis of the research lead to the proposal that the interaction 
between Weick’s (1995b) generic subjective and intersubjective levels of meaning, which 
create the tension between organisational control and innovation, has the potential to lead to 
Argyris’s (1999) ‘double-loop’ or transformational organisational learning.   
 
Some authors have argued for a third loop of learning known as ‘deutero-learning’ or ‘triple-
loop’ learning (Garrat, 1999; Romme and Witteloostuijn,1999; Seo, 2003). The proponents of 
‘triple-loop’ learning argue that the process identifies a reflection and revision of the learning 
process itself, or of an ‘embedded tradition system’ (Seo, 2003).  However, in the 
researcher’s view, the nature of this type of learning meets Argyris’ (1999) conception of 
double-loop learning because it involves a revision of the governing variables of problem 
solving, which can be argued to be a form of a tradition system in relation to decision 
making.  
 
The argument that the ‘triple-loop’ governing variables of the learning process are somehow 
different enough from Argyris’ (1999) double-loop governing variables to warrant a whole 
new loop of learning appears to the researcher as unwarranted. Just because the governing 
variable relates to the learning process itself does not warrant another ‘loop of learning’. Seo 
(2003) implicitly acknowledges the lack of substantial difference between double- and triple-
loop learning by conflating them in his Table 1 titled ‘Three barriers to double- (triple) – 
learning action learning’ (p.10) and subsequent discussion.  
 
The analysis of the results supports Argyris’ (1999) view that the revision of the governing 
variable of the learning processes is a ‘double-loop’ learning process, just like the revision of 
other governing variables involved in the processes of problem-solving. However, it is 
acknowledged that the issue of triple-loop learning remains a contentious issue in the 
organisational learning literature.  
 
Linking Argyris (1999) with Weick (1995b)  
 
The following argument illustrates the potential of linking Weick’s (1995b) conceptualisation 
of sensemaking with Argyris’ (1999) model of organisational learning. As Weick (1995b) 
argues, when the generic subjective level of organisational control silences the 
intersubjective level of innovation generated in communities of practice, then the 
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organisation became sclerotic and closed to change (p.73). On the other hand, if the 
intersubjective level of innovation is allowed to run unchecked, then perhaps the negative 
consequences of solipsistic communities of practice can lead to organisational chaos.  
 
As discussed earlier, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) and Baumard (1999) are relatively silent 
on the potential negative effects of faulty group learning. However, Argyris (1999), Weick 
(1995b), Schein (1999) and Lave and Wenger (1991) all canvass the possible repercussions 
of faulty learning in groups. Lave and Wenger (1991) argue that covert group learning could 
lead to ‘sequestration’ of learning, in other words, cliques that build power by hording tacit 
learning and knowledge. Argyris’ (1999) process-oriented ‘action science’ is built around the 
conception that the faulty reasoning behind defensive routines needs to be surfaced and 
revised in a processual dialogue with organisational actors.   
 
As Figure 5 suggests, the forces of control and innovation need to be balanced to enable a 
progression from single- to double-loop organisational learning. The effective balance of 
control and innovation, which would enable creativity and innovation without organisational 
chaos or sequestration, could lead to the transformational learning outlined in Model 1.  
 
To connect the model of organisational learning used in the research (Model 1) with the 
established two-level learning theories of earlier theorists such as Mezirow (1996; 2000) and 
Argyris (1999), the research has recast single-loop learning as ‘transactional’ and double-
loop learning as ‘transformational’. The issue is discussed further in Chapter 5.  
 
 
2.5.10      Argyris’ (1999) governing variables  
 
There are many points to Argyris’ (1999) theory of organisational learning which could be 
debated (see Watson, 2002). Two points which were relevant to the research were Argyris’ 
insistence that for learning to be ‘organisational learning’ it had to be put into practice, and 
the nature of the governing variables operating behind decision-making and organisational 
learning.  
 
Argyris’ (1999) view that learning had to be put into practice for it to constitute organisational 
learning is similar to the definition of innovation discussed earlier: that it isn’t enough to 
foster creativity, learning – and innovation - has to be operationalised for it to fit the 
definition. As Argyris (1999) argues:  
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…learning occurs when the invented solution is actually produced…organizations 
exist in order to act and to accomplish their intended consequences. (p.68)  
 
Argyris (1999) is critical of the suggestion that organisational learning could occur which may 
not be put into practice. This view is different from that espoused by Nonaka and Takeuchi 
(1995) who argue that the creativity implicit in much tacit knowledge does not have to be 
operationalised, particularly in the short term. At the more extreme end, Baumard (1999) 
argues that tacit knowledge is corrupted, if not destroyed, by being made explicit and put to 
work in the codified practices of the organisation.  
 
Cook and Yanow (1993) also argue there could be much value in learning regardless of 
whether it is operationalised. As these authors state:  
 
It seems clear that some forms of learning entail little or no change that is 
meaningfully discernible… we can learn new knowledge that is not linked at all to 
behavioural change. (p.377)   
 
…organizational learning…does not require overt change on the part of the 
organization. (p.381)  
 
The view of the research affirms the views of Cook and Yanow (1993) and Nonaka and 
Takeuchi (1995): that much organisational learning can occur that is not necessarily 
operationalised, particularly in the short term. The view underpins the earlier discussion and 
is shown in Model 1, whereby ‘human learning in groups’ can involve rich tacit learning 
which is not necessarily operationalised by the organisation in its ‘systems and people’ mode 
of learning.   
 
The second point of relevance of Argyris’ (1999) model is in relation to the governing 
variables behind organisational learning. Argyris is explicit that the revision of governing 
variables does not involve a review of underlying beliefs or values, rather a review of the 
type of thinking which underpins the decision-making process. Argyris’ (1999) cognitive 
model of learning is based on the match between a problem and its solution. As shown in 
Figure 5, if a match is made between a problem and its solution, the problem is resolved, 
whether at single- or double-loop learning.   
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Argyris (1999) states that governing variables are ‘the preferred states that individuals seek 
to satisfice when they are acting’ (p.68). Governing variables are like an organisation’s 
cognitive road map as they constitute the assumptions behind organisational problem-
solving. Argyris (1999) argues for two types of governing variables: Model I thinking, which is 
defensive and unproductive; and Model II which is rational and productive. An example of a 
‘Model I’ governing variable is ‘maximising winning and minimising losing’ (p.180) which 
leads to the need to over-control information and therefore restricted, counter-productive 
decision-making. An example of a Model II governing variable is ‘free and informed choice’ 
(p.182) which leads to collaboration around information and therefore more widely-shared 
and productive decision-making.  
 
Of significance, there is no fear of a lack of control in the processes of fostering staff 
creativity and innovation in Argyris’ (1999) ‘action science’ model. Nonaka and Takeuchi 
(1995) extol the virtues of autonomy for staff learning and creativity in their models. Lave and 
Wenger’s (1991) model of legitimate peripheral participation and Baumard’s (1999) model of 
communities of practice are both based on the loosening of organisational controls and trust 
in staff learning. It must be said, however, that these are all models which aspire to an ideal. 
As Argyris (1999) states of his own theory, the ideals are not frequently observed in practice 
(p.181).  
 
The relevance to the literature review of Argyris’ (1999) governing variables is partly to 
illustrate that ‘transformational learning’ does not have to change people’s attitudes, beliefs 
or value systems, something which many people fear when they hear the term 
‘transformational’. Rather, transformational learning refers to the cognitive framework with 
which the organisation approaches a problem. In the case of mission-based compacts, did 
the organisation approach the problem with a Model I, defensive type of reasoning based on 
control, or a Model II type of productive, shared problem solving based on collaboration? 
The discussion presented in Chapters 4 and 5 analyses this question.   
 
Why the Argyris (1999) model was not used for the research 
 
Before leaving the discussion of Argyris (1999), three limitations of his conception of 
organisational learning explain why the model was not used as the principal structure for the 
research. The first limitation is Seo’s (2003) contention that the Argyris model ignores the 
political pressures of decision-making in organisations. Seo (2003) links the political 
pressures of decision-making to the control imperatives of managers and acknowledges that 
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transformational learning may be stymied by concerns over organisational power. As Seo 
(2003) argues:   
 
…the processes required for organizational learning and transformation often 
contradict those control imperatives of managers. (p.13)  
 
The political nature of decision-making was found to be a key finding of the research, insofar 
as the executive of the university retained the development of the compact within its own 
level. While acknowledging the helpfulness of Argyris’ (1999) single- and double-loop 
learning to Model 1, the arguments presented by Seo (2003), Weick (1995b) and Schein 
(1999) are consonant with the findings of the research. The findings suggest that 
organisational politics and hierarchical power are essential elements to understanding how 
and to what extent organisational learning works in organisations. The issue is discussed in 
more depth in Chapter 5.  
 
The second limitation relates to the foundation of Argyris’ (1999) cognitive model of 
organisational learning in individual, rather than group learning. As discussed earlier, Argyris 
(1999) argues that only individual human beings possess the ontological, cognitive capacity 
to learn. The findings of the research however, and an extensive body of literature, attest to 
the importance of group learning.  
 
When group learning is harnessed effectively, as shown in Model 1, it can lead to 
transformational organisational learning. Cook and Yanow (1993) present a particularly 
compelling argument regarding the nature and importance of group learning without 
attributing an ontological, cognitive capacity to ‘the group’. Cook and Yanow (1993) argue 
that, while the cognitive perspective (such as Argyris, 1999) and the cultural perspective 
(such as their own) include the study of individuals, the difference between them is one of 
focus. Cook and Yanow (1993) argue that the cultural perspective focuses on the meanings 
and transmissions of meaning among the group. As the authors state: 
 
Within the cultural perspective, organisational knowledge is not held by an individual, 
nor do we see it as the aggregated knowledge of many individuals. What is known is 
known and made operational only by several individuals acting ‘in congregate’. (Cook 
and Yanow, 1993, p.384)   
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While this issue was canvassed earlier, it is important to acknowledge it as one of the three 
reasons why Argyris’ (1999) models of single- and double-loop learning was not used for the 
conceptual structure of the research.  
 
The third limitation relates to Argyris’ constrained definition of the nature of learning. Argyris 
(1999; 2003; 2006) is quite vehement that ‘learning’ is solely a process of correcting 
mistakes. The assertion explains the dominance of single- and double-looping learning in his 
model.  While Argyris makes the point many times throughout his work, the following quote 
illustrates the restrictive nature of the definition: ‘learning is the detection and correction of 
error’ (Argyris, 1999, p.165). The previous discussion of the nexus between learning and 
knowledge (section 2.5.5) clarifies that learning can be about much more than correcting 
mistakes. The cultural model of organisational learning canvassed above, notably Schein 
(1990; 1992; 1996; 1999; 2003), Cook and Yanow (1993), Lave and Wenger (1991) and 
Baumard (1999) support the contention that learning is not only an error correction process.  
 
In conclusion, while Argyris’ (1999) cognitive model of organisational learning has limitations 
for use in the research, the analysis suggests that single- and double- loop learning have 
significant links to Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge creation in relation to 
how creativity is fostered in staff learning processes. The key link is in terms of how the 
organisation uses its processes to remove barriers to learning and create the freedom and 
innovation suggested by both models. The analysis suggests that the two models could be 
connected by Weick’s (1995b) schema of sensemaking.  
 
Weick’s (1995b) schema explains the nexus between the organisational control elements of 
the ‘generic subjective’ level and the innovative elements of the ‘intersubjective’ level of 
sensemaking in the organisation. The dynamic tension of these opposing forces has the 
potential to place control and innovation in a productive, effective balance and thus become 
‘the crucible of innovation’ of the organisation. In most cases, as Weick (1995b), Nonaka and 
Takeuchi (1995) and Argyris (1999) argue, this would require a loosening of organisational 
controls and a tolerance for the organic, less prescriptive nature of staff learning, 
engagement and creativity.   
 
The connection between the three conceptual frameworks by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), 
Weick (1995b) and Argyris (1999) provides a platform for understanding how organisational 
learning operates in organisations, both in the daily, transactional learning of Model 1 and in 
the transformational learning of Model 2. The connection between the three frameworks 
explains how the interaction between the organisation and its sub-groups can lead to the 
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dynamic tension between organisational control and innovation. A productive balance 
between control and innovation can lead to the double-loop or ‘transformational learning’ of 
Model 1.  
 
 
2.5.11 Summary of the literature on organisational learning 
 
This section of the literature review presents a range of issues regarding organisational 
learning relevant to the research. The following points are most noteworthy as a summary.  
 
Definition of organisational learning 
 
Organisational learning was defined as the study of the learning processes of and 
within organisations (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2003) and was the capability of real-
world organisations to convert such learning to action (Argyris, 1999). When such 
learning became embedded in the organisation’s systems and structures (Vera and 
Crossin, 2003) and cut across the sub-groups of the organisation to become a 
shared conceptual model (Schein, 2003) such as with the organisation’s mission, 
then organisational learning can be said to have been fully realised.  
  
Organisational learning as a process 
 
Model 1 was reintroduced to clarify that organisational learning was a process, not an 
outcome. The discussion argued that organisations engage in limited forms of 
organisational learning on a daily basis, such as with the ‘artefactural’ type of 
learning.   
 
Staff engagement in organisational learning 
 
The importance of staff engagement to organisational learning (adapted from Nonaka 
and Takeuchi, 1995) was related to Weick’s (1995b) conceptualisation of the 
interaction between the intersubjective (group) level and the generic subjective (the 
organisation) levels of sensemaking. Weick’s (1995b) helpful construct of the 
interaction between the two levels as the dynamic tension between innovation and 
control lead to the possibility of ‘transformational’ organisational learning. This 
conceptualisation helps to explain why the two sensitising issues (Birks and Mills, 
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2011) arose early in the research: because the participants identified and articulated 
the tension between their expectations (intersubjective sensemaking) and the reality 
of the development of the compact (generic subjective control to get the compact 
completed). By identifying the crucible of innovation (the researcher’s term) as the 
interaction between the group and the organisation, Weick’s (1995b) contribution 
enabled the research question to come into focus. 
 
Transactional and transformational organisational learning 
 
Argyris’ (1999) single- and double-loop learning enables the different levels of 
organisational interaction, suggested by Weick’s (1995b) schema of sensemaking, to 
be adapted into Model 1. Argyris’ (1999) two loops of learning have been modified as 
‘transactional’ and ‘transformational’ organisational learning in the model. 
Transactional organisational learning corresponds to Argyris’ single-loop learning, 
which occurs in everyday situations across horizontal groups of the organisation. 
Transformational learning corresponds to Argyris’ double-loop learning which occurs 
rarely but which, when fully realised, leads to integrated learning across the sub-
groups of the organisation. Such a transformation could have led to the innovation at 
an organisational level aspired to in the early compact literature.    
 
Table 7 provides a summary of the main organisational learning models discussed in the 
literature review and how they were adapted for the research.  
 
Table 7 Summary of the main organisational learning models adapted for  
 the research 
  
 
Model Use in the research 
 
Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) 
Model of knowledge conversion  
 
Importance of staff learning and engagement 
to knowledge conversion, particularly from 
group tacit knowledge to organisational 
explicit knowledge. 
 
Argyris (1999) 
Single- and double-loop learning 
Single-loop learning defined as correction of 
errors; double-loop learning defined as 
correction of governing variables, or the 
assumptions behind the problem-solving 
process.  
 
Terms renamed ‘transactional’ and 
‘transformational’ organisational learning in 
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Model 1 and applied to group learning 
processes and the power structure inherent 
in the development of the compact.  
 
Weick (1995b)  
Four levels of sensemaking 
The dynamic tension between organisational 
control (the ‘generic subjective’) and the 
creativity of groups (the ‘intersubjective’) 
enables the potential for control and 
innovation to be balanced, creating a 
‘crucible of innovation’ (the researcher’s 
term).  
 
An effective balance between control and 
innovation can lead to transformational 
organisational learning and innovation at the 
organisational level.   
 
 
In conclusion, if the university was to develop a mission-based compact which fostered 
organisational innovation, then it would need to have fully realised, transformational 
organisational learning mechanisms and processes. For the dynamic tension of innovation 
and control to be balanced, the learning in the organisation would need to have transcended 
learning in groups and become embedded across all the sub-groups of the organisation 
(including the executive) and in its artefacts, routines and systems.  
 
Later chapters present the research findings regarding the extent to which organisational 
learning occurred in the mission-based compact initiative.  
 
The following section presents a summary of the literature regarding mission-based 
compacts and organisational learning.  
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2.6 Synthesis of the literature review of mission-based compacts and 
organisational learning  
 
Summaries of the literature in relation to the term ‘mission’, ‘compact’, the international 
compact literature, the Australian university compacts and organisational learning have been 
provided as the chapter progressed. Without repeating the summaries, the following section 
provides a synthesis of the literature review as a whole to provide the context for the 
research.  
 
The organisational learning literature provides a rich canvass on which to draw the 
possibilities of staff engagement in potentially creative endeavours like the development of a 
mission-based compact. As the compacts were specifically intended to, in part, foster 
innovation at the institutional and sector levels, a clear link could be drawn between the 
organisational learning and compact literatures. In brief, both the intention and process of 
development of the compacts could have involved the deep staff learning required for 
transformational organisational learning and innovation.  
    
The organisational learning literature review analysed the models of Nonaka and Takeuchi 
(1995), Weick (1995b) and Argyris (1999) to help interpret the results of the research and 
create Model 1: Institutional Organisational Learning.  
 
In Model 1, everyday instances of organisational learning are titled ‘artefactural’ and ‘human 
learning in groups’ and operate at the transactional level of organisational learning. The 
model suggests that these forms of organisational learning occur all the time in organisations 
and do not necessarily have to be operationalised to fulfil the definition of organisational 
learning. It was noted that this is a different view from Argyris (1999) who argues that 
learning has to be operationalised to be defined as ‘organisational learning’. Argyris’ (1999) 
cognitive model is also based on the view that organisational learning is a form of 
aggregated individual learning and is a process of error correction (Argyris, 1999; Watson, 
2002; Seo, 2003).  
 
Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) and Weick (1995b), supported by the ‘cultural school’ (Watson, 
2002; Seo, 2003) of organisational learning such as Cook and Yanow (1993), Lave and 
Wenger (1991), Baumard (1999) and Schein (1999; 2003) argue for the validation of group 
learning processes. Weick (1995b) in particular, provides the conceptual framework for the 
generation of organisational innovation in his conception of the interaction between the 
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generic subjective and intersubjective levels of organisational sensemaking. The interaction 
between the two levels of sensemaking leads to the possibility of a balance between control 
and innovation which has the potential to generate innovation at the organisational level. 
Such learning and innovation at the organisational learning is titled ‘transformational 
learning’ in Model 1. 
 
Opportunities for organisational learning were plentiful in both the intention and development 
of the mission-based compact initiative in Australia’s universities. That this appeared not to 
have occurred in the primary research site, and the compacts of the four other universities 
analysed, was due to many reasons, some of which became apparent in the literature 
review.  
 
Several factors have been identified which may have contributed to the limited nature of 
organisational learning in the mission-based compact in Australian universities.  
The first factor was that the term ‘mission’ was amorphously defined, although ubiquitously 
used, in organisations including universities. Given the amorphousness of the definition of 
‘mission’, and the lack of discussion about how one should be developed in the Australian 
university compact initiative, it was perhaps not surprising that the research showed the 
universities used the missions they had already developed for their compact, rather than 
engaging in a new, consultative process of mission development.  
 
The second factor identified in the literature review to explain why organisational learning 
was limited in relation to the compacts was the context of the term ‘compact’. It became 
apparent that the concept of a compact was imported from the UK community services 
sector which used the mutual accountability model of partners in an alliance. The argument 
presented in the literature review was that in the Australian university compacts this was a 
misalignment of accountability models. The relationship between government and 
universities in Australia was a contractual one between a purchaser (the government) and a 
provider (the universities), as illustrated by the Funding Agreement, Appendix E of DIISRTE 
(2012b, c, d, e and f).   
 
The third reason canvassed in the literature review for the limited nature of organisational 
learning was the highly unstable and volatile policy environment during the period of the 
compact initiative. Not only were the politics, responsible government Ministers and 
departments in flux, the compacts themselves were watered down and subsumed by the 
government’s Funding Agreement. Introduction of the new policy of demand-driven student 
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funding in 2012 also helped to unsettle the sector environment by abrogating rolling triennial 
funding, a previously stable stream  of revenue considered important to the compacts 
(Macklin, 2006; Go8, 2008b).   
 
The high level of flux in the political, policy and departmental arenas, along with the ill-
defined nature of mission and the misalignment of accountability models, contributed to the 
compacts becoming an administrative requirement rather than the transformational 
opportunity which they had originally been conceived. Other factors which played into the 
diminution of organisational learning in relation to mission-based compacts, and which were 
the subject of the research, are presented in Chapters 4 and 5.   
 
In conclusion, the mission-based compact and organisational learning literatures have 
provided the context for the research. As Eppel’s (2009) thesis suggested, the 
implementation of a sector-wide policy implementation in large, complex, organisations was 
perhaps bound to be fraught, particularly in a period of flux on many dimensions.    
 
 
2.7 Chapter summary 
 
Chapter 2 has presented the analysis of the relevant literature of the terms ‘mission’ and 
‘compact’, the international compact literature, the Australian university compact literature 
and organisational learning.  
 
The literature review provides the context for the two models developed during the research. 
Model 1 provides the conceptualisation of organisational learning at the institutional level 
and Model 2 the conceptualisation of the interaction between individual institutions and 
government policy in the sector. The two models provide an analytical base from which the 
nature and extent to which the university developed its mission-based compact could be 
researched and understood.   
 
Chapter 3 presents the research approach, methodology, study design, participants, ethical 
considerations and methods used to conduct the research.    
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CHAPTER 3.      RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
Many qualitative research methodologies seek to describe and explore 
phenomena… Grounded theory differs from other approaches to research in 
that it serves to explain the phenomena being studied.  
Birks and Mills (2011). pp.15-16  
 
Chapter Overview 
 
Chapter 3 presents the research design developed for the study. The introduction refreshes 
the concepts presented in Chapter 1, including the selection of a modified form of grounded 
theory as the research methodology. The discussion of grounded theory includes the 
rationale for its selection. A discussion of the analytical method used in the research is 
presented to complement the reader’s understanding of the methodology and to illustrate the 
links between the data, concepts and models developed.  
 
The chapter then provides the details of the study design including the participants and 
compacts selected for analysis, data collection methods and ethical considerations. The final 
section discusses the limitations of the research.   
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
Chapter 1 introduced the study design, the modified form of grounded theory adapted for the 
research, the study population and ethical considerations of the research. Table 1 listed the 
ten components of ‘essential’ grounded theory (Birks and Mills, 2011) which was slightly 
modified for the research by condensing four rounds of analysis to three. The methodology’s 
differences from the ‘general inductive qualitative method’ (Hood, 2007; Creswell, 2007) 
used in many qualitative studies was raised.  
 
This chapter canvasses each of these issues in more depth. The discussion begins with a 
definition of grounded theory and then places grounded theory in the context of research 
methodologies as a whole. The subsequent discussion analyses the remaining components 
of ‘essential grounded theory’ (Birks and Mills, 2011) from Table 1. The discussion leads 
naturally to the particulars of how the research was conducted.  
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While a working knowledge of research methodology in general by the reader is assumed, a 
detailed knowledge of grounded theory is not. The discussion of the methodology is 
presented in a sequential format to build towards an understanding of the reasons behind 
the selection of the methodology.   
 
3.2 Grounded theory: a definition 
 
As grounded theory is a complex, contested and increasingly used research methodology 
(Locke, 2001) an initial definition will provide a hook on which to place the reader’s 
understanding before wading into the deeper waters of what some still consider to be an 
esoteric approach to research.    
 
Crotty (1998) defines grounded theory as: 
 
…a specific form of ethnographic inquiry that, through a series of carefully planned 
steps, develops theoretical ideas. Throughout the process, it seeks to ensure that the 
theory emerging arises from the data and not from some other source. It is a process 
of inductive theory building based squarely on observation of the data themselves. 
(p.78)  
 
The above definition clarifies several key points about grounded theory and points to the 
reasons why it is still considered controversial by some commentators. The key points from 
the above quote which are relevant to the definition of grounded theory are: 
 
- That it is a form of ethnographic research, and therefore focussed on human 
experience and the constructions of meaning which humans ascribe to their 
experience 
- That it is constituted of carefully planned steps 
- That its purpose is to develop theoretical ideas 
- That the emerging theory needs to be anchored in the data and not a construction of 
the researcher’s mind (i.e., made up) 
- That it is an inductive process 
 
The definition is helpful partly because many grounded theory texts do not provide a single, 
coherent definition of the methodology.  As Birks and Mills (2011) argue, theorists such as 
Corbin and Strauss (2008) and particularly the originators of the methodology, Glaser and 
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Strauss (1967), discuss the rigours of the techniques involved but do not present grounded 
theory as a coherent methodological package. As Birks and Mills (2011) state, Glaser 
himself:  
 
…has never really entered the conversation about grounded theory methodology, 
rather his writing has focused on grounded theory method and what constitutes a 
grounded theory itself. (p.5)  
 
In the researcher’s view, the lack of a single, clear definition has been an obstacle to greater 
acceptance of the methodology. Indeed, while Birks and Mills (2011) have done an excellent 
job in distilling what they term ‘essential grounded theory’ (p.9) in their practical handbook, 
they also do not provide a single, coherent definition of the methodology. Unfortunately, it is 
up to the researcher to put the various pieces of the puzzle together to form the coherent 
whole. While one suspects Glaser may have approved of this approach, given his symbolic 
interactionist background, it may have presented a barrier to wider acceptance in the 
research community.  
 
Before moving on to the discussion of the modified grounded theory used in the research, it 
is worth noting the evolution of the methodology over the years. Birks and Mills (2011) 
provide a helpful clarification of what they describe as the first two ‘generations’ of grounded 
theorists. The first generation constituted the originators of the methodology, Glaser and 
Strauss (1967) and the second theorists such as Corbin and Strauss (2008) and Bryant and  
Charmaz (2007a and b). The first generation concentrated on the techniques of the method 
while the second worked towards encapsulating the methods into a coherent methodology. 
While not stating so themselves, Birks and Mills (2011) could be placed into the second 
generation.  
 
 ‘Essential grounded theory’ (Birks and Mills, 2011) combine the rigours of the methodology 
with the application of the methods in a practical handbook. The authors retain the rigorous 
adherence to the tenets of grounded theory of the first generation and make the 
methodology of the second generation more coherent and practical. While the various 
controversies in grounded theory are noted, such as when, to what extent and how to 
conduct a literature review (Birks and Mills, 2011, pp.22-24) an expansive analysis of them 
was beyond the scope of the research.   
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3.3 Grounded theory in context 
 
Crotty (1998) provides a helpful cascading schema for research design which places 
grounded theory in context. Table 8 outlines the schema and shows how grounded theory 
fits into the context of research methodologies as a whole.   
 
 
Table 8 Overview of the methodological context of grounded theory  
 
 
Crotty’s (1998) elements of 
research design 
 
Context of grounded theory 
1. Epistemology 
 
Constructivism 
2. Theoretical perspective 
 
Interpretivism: symbolic interactionism 
3. Methodology 
 
Grounded theory 
4. Methods Interview; theme identification; comparative analysis; 
document and content analysis; and others.  
   
 Source: Adapted from Crotty (1998), Figure 1, p.4 and Table 1, p.5  
     
 
Table 8 shows that grounded theory is set in the constructivist epistemology and the 
theoretical perspective of interpretivism. Grounded theory is based on the view that 
understandings and perceptions of reality are socially constructed. In other words, human 
beings construct their understanding and meaning of experience as they participate in their 
various activities of life. Reality, in the constructivist view, is not an external reality which 
humans seek to discover outside of their realm of experience and internal cognition, as with 
the positivist view of natural science, but something they construe as a part of their 
sensemaking in everyday life (Crotty, 1998; Weick, 1995b).  
  
The constructivist epistemology and interpretivist theoretical perspective suited the research 
design because it sought to explore and clarify the participants’ understandings and views 
about the organisational learning implications of the university’s mission-based compact. 
The research was not seeking to discover an external, knowable reality or “law” of natural 
science, it was seeking to establish what kind of constructions of meaning the participants 
ascribed to their experience as they navigated the compact process.  
 
Having placed the research within the constructivist epistemology and interpretivist 
theoretical perspective, the focus of the discussion moves to grounded theory’s historical 
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antecedent of symbolic interactionism. In brief, the key research purpose of symbolic 
interactionism was for the researcher to place themselves in the position of the participant 
and to analyse the significant symbols used for interaction between themselves and the 
participant(s) (Crotty, 1998). The research approach became known as ‘symbolic 
interactionism’ because it was an analysis of the interactions of the participant and the 
researcher with his/her constructions of meaning as expressed through various symbols, 
usually language. Crotty (1998) acknowledges that Mead, the progenitor of symbolic 
interactionism, never used the term (p.76).  
 
The connection between symbolic interactionism and ethnography becomes apparent when 
one considers their mutual purpose of understanding the meaning of experience of the 
participants as the participants constructed them. Both approaches are rooted in the 
researcher being able to identify and understand his/her own constructions of meaning and 
not confuse or conflate them with the participants’ constructions of meaning. This point is so 
central to grounded theory, and is also the source of its strongest criticism, that the following 
discussion outlines the key points of how the distinction between the researcher’s 
constructions of meaning and those of participants is handled in grounded theory research.  
 
The interesting point of how the researcher avoids conflating his/her own constructions of 
meaning with the participants’ has led to two developments in grounded theory. The first has 
been the criticism that grounded theory is simply “making things up” because there is no way 
to isolate the participants’ constructions of meaning from the researcher’s. Thus there is no 
‘objectivity’ between the researcher and the participant and no empirical way to test for the 
‘validity’ of the researcher’s theories (Anderson, 1989). As Thomas and James (2006) argue: 
 
…what ultimately materializes following grounded theory procedures is less like 
discovery and more akin to invention. (p.767)  
 
Glaser and Strauss (1967) acknowledge the dangers of solipsism inherent in grounded 
theory with their comment that ‘fuzzy research’ could be:  
 
…a licence to generate theory from any source – happenstance, fantasy, dream life, 
common sense or conjecture – and then dress it up as a bit of logical deduction.   
(pp. 5-6) 
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This interesting criticism, which one must admit has been problematic for grounded theory, is 
partly based on the positivist view of natural science which admits to an external, knowable 
reality (Crotty, 1998) and partly on poorly conducted research.  
 
While the researcher acknowledges that much grounded theory may be a fancy form of 
general inductive qualitative research, such as argued by Anderson (1989) and 
acknowledged by Hood (2007) and Birks and Mills (2011), the criticism is based on a 
mismatch of epistemologies. To approach a research methodology based on a constructivist 
epistemology with a criticism posed from a positivist epistemology indicates a misalignment 
of research epistemologies. The interpretivist basis of grounded theory argues that all 
meanings of experience are constructed and that therefore the researcher cannot be some 
sort of mystical god who sits above the constructed views of the participants and 
subsequently declares the “right” or “true” interpretation or result.  
 
The researcher’s interpretations of meaning about the research, and the subsequent 
theories he/she develops, are constructed too – usually through a synthetical process of 
understanding the participant’s constructed meanings. Grounded theory names the insightful 
synthesising of the participants’ meanings, through several layers of analysis described 
shortly, as “abduction” (Hood, 2007).  
 
The researcher’s constructions of meaning, and their interaction with the participants’ 
constructions of meaning, are therefore not viewed as ‘research static’ or ‘bias’ to be avoided 
or eliminated, but are essential ‘grist for the mill’ to grounded theory research. The difference 
from the positivist view of research, which views the researcher’s presence in the data 
collection process as a possible ‘contamination’, can be seen.   
 
Grounded theory seeks to integrate the constructivist view of the interaction between the 
researcher’s constructions of meaning and those of the participants’ by providing rigorous 
methods and forms of verification (Bryant and Charmaz, 2007a, p.19) as distinct from the 
positivist term ‘validation’. Glaser and Strauss (1967), Corbin and Strauss (2008), Bryant and 
Charmaz (2007a and b), Hood (2007), Suddaby (2006), Birks and Mills (2011) and others 
have worked to address how the potential conflation of the researcher’s and participants’ 
constructions of experience can be handled in grounded theory. These authors have 
developed techniques such as the ‘constant comparative’ method of analysis (Glaser and 
Strauss, 1967), explicit positioning of the researcher in the research (Suddaby, 2006; Bryant 
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 and Charmaz, 2007a) and memoing (Hood, 2007; Lempert, 2007; Birks and Mills, 2011) to 
clarify the nature of the interaction between the researcher and participants in grounded 
theory.    
 
Computer-assisted, qualitative data analysis software 
 
One suspects that the preference of some grounded theory researchers to use computer-
assisted, qualitative data analysis software – CAQDAS - tools like NVivo, as raised by 
Goulding (1999) has been, in part, to alleviate researchers’ anxieties about “meaning-
conflation” between the researcher and the participants.  
 
One of the traps for the unwary of using CAQDAS in qualitative research, particularly 
grounded theory, is its appearance of “validity” in the positivist paradigm: “evidence” can be 
developed from the lines of code counted by the software. Grounded theorists seek to 
establish methods by which their concepts may be verified, rather than seeking ‘validity’. An 
historical trail of NVivo codes is only one way of providing such verification.   
 
Birks and Mills (2011) provide a helpful caution about the use of CAQDAS, as do Bringer, 
Johnston and Brackenridge (2004), while Holton (2007) was highly critical about its use in 
grounded theory studies. However, the detail of that discussion was beyond the scope of the 
research. The researcher began the fieldwork using NVivo but abandoned it after a trial 
analysis.  
 
The software approach to analysis had three significant problems from the researcher’s 
perspective. First, it was an additional, burdensome chore to maintain and update the 
software. Second, it required a ‘forcing of the data’ into artificial, undigested “codes” which 
the researcher was not comfortable with and which is strictly forbidden in grounded theory 
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Bryant and Charmaz, 2007a; Birks and Mills, 2011). Third, the 
atomising nature of its multiplicity of “codes” worked to prevent theoretical integration. It was 
only when the CAQDAS was abandoned that connections between the data became 
apparent in the researcher’s mind.     
 
Data ‘collection’ and ‘generation’ 
 
Moving away from software analytical tools, one of the helpful ways grounded theorists have 
addressed the potential conflation of the researcher’s constructions of meaning with the 
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participants’ is to distinguish between data ‘collection’ and data ‘generation’. As Birks and 
Mills (2011) argue, data collection is a more “hands-off” approach where the researcher’s 
contact with the participant is minimal. The authors suggest that analysis of published 
literature is a form of data ‘collection’ in which the researcher has minimal influence on the 
data source (p.73).  
 
By contrast, data ‘generation’ involves the researcher directly engaging with the participant 
to produce material for analysis (p.73). The methods of this approach include interviews and 
focus groups in which the nature of the researcher’s questions, interest and rapport with the 
participants all exert an influence on what research material is “generated”.  
 
Another method by which grounded theorists address ‘meaning conflation’ is the use of 
‘memoing’ (Lempert, 2007; Birks and Mills, 2011). Lempert (2007) argues that:   
 
Memo writing… is the fundamental process of researcher/data engagement that 
results in a ‘grounded theory’. (p.245; emphasis in original) 
 
Memoing aims to help the researcher understand and acknowledge their own interpretations 
and to distinguish – not isolate or discard - them from those of the research participants. 
Memoing involves regular and methodical writing by the researcher on their research 
experience and any notes of interest, particularly in relation to how the various constructions 
of meaning by their participants may be coalescing into an integrated whole. Exhibit 1 
provides one of the researcher’s memos on the analytical processes used in the research.  
 
Historically, one the most significant methods of addressing the implications of the 
interpretivist nature of grounded theory is the ‘constant comparative method’ (Glaser and 
Strauss, 1967). Hood (2007) identifies constant comparative analysis as one of the three 
elements in her “troublesome trinity” (p.163), so named because they are frequently 
misunderstood and improperly used (p.152). Hood’s (2007) ‘troublesome trinity’ are: 
 
1. Constant comparative analysis, which involves the constant return to the data to 
check that emerging concepts are ‘grounded in the data’ and relate sensibly to each 
other;    
2. Theoretical sampling, which identifies potential data sources according to the nature 
of the research questions, not demographic representativeness or randomised 
sampling; and  
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3. Theoretical saturation of categories, which Hood argues leads naturally to theory 
generation, the ultimate purpose of grounded theory.  
 
Source: Hood (2007) pp.152-164  
 
Hood (2007) argues that the ‘troublesome trinity’ are the keys to the explanatory power of 
the methodology. The author argues that because constant comparison between the data 
and emerging concepts produces an evolving set of analytical concepts, the research must 
continue until the analytical concepts have resolved into a consolidated, explanatory whole. 
Therefore, theoretical saturation (the resolved explanatory framework) must be reached 
before theoretical sampling – and the research - can be discontinued.  
 
The interaction between constant comparison, theoretical sampling and theoretical 
saturation virtually guarantees that the researcher has to synthesise the concepts into an 
emerging explanatory framework. Without such a synthetical explanatory framework, Hood 
(2007) argues that theoretical saturation is unlikely.  
 
In a way, theoretical saturation forms a kind of ‘catch-22’ for the methodology’s explanatory 
power. Without consolidated emergent concepts theoretical saturation is unlikely and without 
theoretical saturation a set of emergent theoretical concepts is not possible. The organic 
interplay between the data and the emerging concepts forms the foundation of the ‘constant 
comparative method’ of analysis.  
 
Interplay between the emergent concepts and the data also explains why several phases of 
research are often involved in grounded theory research. Further fieldwork is usually 
required to explore and ‘saturate’ concepts which have emerged during the analysis of 
previous phases. This study consisted of three quite naturally evolving phases of research 
with the later phases exploring and ‘saturating’ the key concepts established in phase 1.    
 
In conclusion, Hood’s (2007) ‘troublesome trinity’ provides a rigorous method to enhance the 
explanatory power of grounded theory. As Birks and Mills (2011) state: 
 
Grounded theory differs from other approaches to research in that it serves to explain 
the phenomena being studied. (p.16; emphasis added)  
 
The explanatory power of the methodology was one of the main reasons grounded theory 
was selected. The researcher’s aim was to identify and explain the participants’ constructed 
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meanings of organisational learning and the university’s compact, not just describe them. 
Models 1 and 2 illustrate the explanatory power of the approach by illustrating the 
relationships between the various factors which emerged in the research. Chapter 5 
provides the discussion of the relationships and models in depth.  
 
The discussion turns to the methods of grounded theory and, in particular, the analytical 
processes by which the conceptual models were developed.  
 
3.4 Modified grounded theory used in the research 
 
Table 1 (Chapter 1) outlines the ten components of ‘essential grounded theory’ (Birks and 
Mills, 2011, pp.11-13) used in the research. The following discussion elaborates several of 
the the more esoteric components of the method not already canvassed: theoretical 
sampling, abductive logic, theoretical sensitivity, theoretical integration and the vexed issue 
of ‘coding’. The slight modification to ‘essential’ grounded theory (Birks and Mills, 2011) was 
the use of three analytical phases rather than the four.  
 
Theoretical sampling refers to sampling based on the relevance and importance of potential 
data sources rather than the more usual demographic, horizontal or vertical organisational 
representativeness. Theoretical sampling identifies the categories of participant or research 
data and imposes a structure on the subsequent data collection methods such as the 
‘snowball’ technique (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992). For the research, the identification of 
participants who were familiar with the compact initiative was essential to its success. In the 
case of the compact documents, identification of universities which could offer helpful 
comparisons to the primary research site, the University of Ballarat, were important to the 
success of the research.    
 
Theoretical sampling suited the ethnographic context of grounded theory by identifying the 
participants who offered the richest sources of experience regarding the compact. Given the 
limited involvement of university staff in the development of the compact beyond the senior 
management group, demographic representativeness may have provided little data.   
 
Abductive logic is a form of ‘intuitive leap’ logic that creates the conceptual linkages for 
theory development that go beyond the descriptive logic of the inductive process. Abductive 
logic creates the explanatory power of grounded theory because it identifies the links 
between emerging concepts and allows for the creation of conceptual models. Without 
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abductive logic, grounded theory would remain a rigorous form of descriptive research such 
as Hood (2007) described with her term ‘general inductive qualitative method’ (p.152).  
Theoretical sensitivity refers to the researcher’s sensitivity to the research issues and ability 
to conduct theoretical sampling by understanding what and where the most fruitful data 
sources may be. In ethnographic fashion, the researcher is expected to resonate with the 
research participants and be sensitive and aware of the issues and contexts in which they 
construct their meanings of experience. ‘Theoretical sensitivity’ should enable the researcher 
to pursue deeper issues which may not have been apparent at the beginning of the 
research. It is for this reason that grounded theory field work is often conducted in several 
phases. The issues which may resonate more deeply with the participants may not be in 
evidence during the early stages of the field work. It is only when the researcher has 
developed theoretical sensitivity by being in the field, and by commencing work on the 
analysis with the constant comparative method, can he/she pursue a deeper and more 
penetrating line of field research.   
Theoretical saturation refers to the decision about when enough data has been collected. 
Unlike in more traditional methodologies which require representativeness and a 
predetermined amount of sampling, theoretical saturation indicates a decision point has 
been reached when enough data has been collected on the emerging concepts. The 
decision point occurs when no further contribution to thematic grouping has arisen in the 
data. Sampling for those ‘saturated concepts’ can then be discontinued.  
For example, theoretical saturation occurred quite early in the research in relation to the 
participants’ definition of organisational learning. It became clear that the participants defined 
organisational learning as one, or a mix of, the three types of learning outlined in Model 1. 
Further sampling did not extend these three definitions: in grounded theory terminology, the 
concept was ‘theoretically saturated’. 
Theoretical integration refers to the synthesising of data into explanatory conceptual models, 
which grounded theorists call ‘theory’. The creation of theory, which Birks and Mills (2011) 
defined as the ‘comprehensive explanation of a process or scheme apparent in relation to 
particular phenomena’ (p.12) is the key purpose of grounded theory research. The creation 
of explanatory theory is what distinguishes grounded theory most significantly from the 
general inductive qualitative method. Grounded theory seeks to explain relationships 
between phenomena. But note, however, that it does not seek to establish causality: that 
would be to mix a positivist research goal with a constructivist one.  
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The remaining method to explain is the vexed issue of ‘coding’ in grounded theory which 
appears in all three levels of complexity in Table 9. The table places the methods of 
essential grounded theory into a hierarchy of conceptual complexity, not the stages of 
research.  
 
 
Table 9 Conceptual complexity of grounded theory methods  
 
 
Conceptual complexity  Grounded theory method 
 
Lower-level  Initial theoretical sampling 
Initial coding 
Concurrent data generation/collection 
Constant comparative analysis (which informs future data 
generation/collection) 
Category identification 
 
Middle-level  Theoretical sensitivity 
Intermediate coding 
Selection of core categories 
Theoretical saturation 
 
High-level  Advanced coding 
Theoretical integration 
 
Highest level A grounded theory 
 
 
Source: adapted from Birks and Mills (2011), Figure 6.1, p.91  
  
Table 9 shows that some grounded theory concepts are more difficult than others. For 
example, initial theoretical sampling and initial coding are fairly straightforward at the 
commencement of research. Most researchers will have an idea of who could be helpful 
participants and, in the analysis phase, initial constellating concepts – or issues – may 
become apparent without too much difficulty. However, as the research and analysis 
proceed the concepts may become more difficult to put into practice.  
 
The observant eye will notice that of Birks and Mills (2011) ten methods of ‘essential 
grounded theory’ listed in Table 1, one component was not included in Table 9: memoing. 
Birks and Mills (2011) elsewhere argue for the centrality of memoing, and it can be assumed 
that it should have been included in the authors’ Figure 6.1 (p.91). The researcher’s view is 
that memoing is a medium-level conceptual activity which should accompany all stages of 
the research.   
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Theoretical integration or ‘theory’? 
 
At the highest level of conceptual difficulty sits theoretical integration and the generation of a 
‘theory’, in grounded theory’s terminology. Theoretical integration and theory generation are 
well canvassed in the grounded theory literature and their difficulty is most often cited as the 
key reason for the failure to develop a grounded theory. Glaser and Strauss (1967), Hood 
(2007), Birks and Mills (2011), Suddaby (2006), Locke (2001), Reichhertz (2007) and Bryant 
and Charmaz (2007a) all acknowledge this issue as a concern in the practice of research 
which may have been otherwise conducted well. The following discussion places the issue 
of theoretical integration in the context of the issues to do with coding.   
 
It is the researcher’s view that grounded theorists have made the issue of coding more 
complicated and esoteric than it needed to be, and thus contributed to the confusion about 
how to develop an integrated conceptual model from the data, in particular, and the 
methodology as a whole. In brief, ‘coding’ consists of the names given to the concepts 
developed in each of three levels of analysis shown in Table 10. ‘Codes’ are names given to 
the ideas, themes, issues or concepts that the researcher develops to make sense of the 
data. Bryant and Charmaz (2007a) quoted Lempert (2007) in the same publication when 
stating: 
 
…codes capture patterns and themes and cluster them under a ‘title’ that evokes a 
constellation of impressions and analyses for the researcher. (Bryant and Charmaz, 
2007a, p.18) 
 
Bryant and Charmaz’s (2007a) later discussion abandons this accessible definition of coding 
and focuses on the differences between ‘substantive’ and ‘formal’ theories. (Substantive 
theories are those pertaining to the data arising from the particular study alone; formal 
theories are those pertaining to a possible wider set of circumstances in similar contexts). To 
this researcher, worrying about whether a code fitted a substantive or formal theory at the 
moment of identification of a constellating idea added unnecessary confusion to what could 
be an exciting and liberating process: the crystallisation of ideas in the researcher’s mind.  
 
Other examples of the potential confusion over terms for coding included Corbin and Strauss 
(2008) which described the three levels of coding as ‘open’, ‘axial’ and ‘selective’. Bryant and 
Charmaz (2007a) titled the three levels as ‘initial’, ‘focussed’ and ‘axial’. Fortunately, Birks 
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and Mills (2011) provided a helpful overview of the terms used for coding which de-mystified 
this apparently esoteric method of grounded theory (Birks and Mills, 2011, Table 6.1, p.90).  
 
For the researcher, the coding process worked quite naturally in three relatively distinct 
phases (once he’d abandoned the use of the CAQDAS package). In brief, the researcher’s 
titles for the three phases of coding, which meant naming of the various ideas and concepts 
as they emerged through constant comparative analysis, were: 
 
Level 1. Summary of key points: vertical analysis 
Level 2. Thematic issues: horizontal analysis 
Level 3. Conceptual models: exploring patterns.  
 
Naming the three phases of coding as levels 1, 2 and 3 made more sense to the researcher 
and also made the process less esoteric. The next section provides greater depth about the 
process used for analysis of the data and development of conceptual models.  
 
Before leaving the discussion of the modified form of grounded theory, one further note 
should be made regarding the term ‘theory’. While the researcher now accepts the various 
authors’ definitions and uses of the term ‘theory’, such as Glaser and Strauss (1967), Bryant 
and Charmaz (2007a) and Birks and Mills (2011), he was initially uncomfortable with 
labelling the conceptual models developed from the research as a ‘theory’.  
 
The various authors in the field are at pains to define ‘theory’ as an explanation of 
relationships between various concepts and phenomena. As Birks and Mills (2011) argue: 
 
…the final product of a grounded theory study is an integrated and comprehensive 
grounded theory that explains a process or scheme associated with phenomenon. 
(p.12)  
 
Glaser and Strauss (1967) argue for an evolutionary approach to theory development when 
they state that they view theory generation as:  
 
…theory as a process, that is, theory as an ever-developing entity, not as a perfected 
product. (p.32)  
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To the researcher initially, a ‘theory’ was defined not only by its explanatory power, but by its 
finished nature, testability, generalisability and ability to predict results (Thomas and James, 
2006). While the explanatory power of grounded theory was one of its main attractions, and 
proved suitable for the research, the idea that the conceptual models which were developed 
from it were somehow going to be ‘theories’ appeared slightly grandiose. The grounded 
theorists would surely protest that this was a positivist imposition into a constructivist 
epistemology, and the researcher now concurs.  
 
As the conceptual models which arose from the research do explain the relationships 
between the concepts developed during the analysis of the data, the consequent Models 1 
and 2 and related discussion constitute a ‘grounded theory’ in relation to the tenets of 
‘essential’ grounded theory (Birks and Mills, 2011).  
 
The authors discuss ‘storyline’ as a theory generation strategy (p.117f) and the use of 
metaphors as theoretical codes (p.126f). Storyline - a narrative approach to the analysis of 
findings from sociological research - and metaphors are helpful methods to crystallise 
concepts and identify possible conceptual models. Birks and Mills (2011) argue:  
 
…metaphors help to explain a theory by clarifying relationships and providing labels 
for various components. (p.126)  
 
While the authors are quick to encourage caution in their use, metaphors are notorious for 
the ambivalent meanings, and indeed their ambivalence is one of their chief attractions. The 
researcher’s view is that the use of metaphors in theoretical integration and elaboration are 
helpful bridges to providing an understanding of a ‘grounded theory’.    
 
The issue of the term ‘theory’ is one of the many contentious issues in the debate over the 
methodology. Van Ryn and Heaney (1992), Goulding (1999), Suddaby (2006), Thomas 
(1997) and particularly Thomas and James (2006),  who are scathing about grounded 
theory’s pretensions to ‘theory’, provide interesting analyses of the issue. The researcher’s 
view is that the models developed to explain the results of the research constitute a 
‘substantive’ grounded theory, that is, a theory which is rooted in the specifics of the 
research parameters. The issue is discussed further in the later section on the limitations of 
the research.   
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In conclusion, the reasons for the selection of ‘essential’ grounded theory (Birks and Mills, 
2011) were:  
 
1. The suitability of an interpretivist methodology grounded in the constructivist 
epistemology. The philosophical position aligned with the goal of the research to 
explore the constructions of meaning by the participants in relation to organisational 
learning and the university’s mission-based compact. 
2. Rigour of a methodology which worked stringently to avoid the perception of “making 
things up” to ensure that the subsequent conceptual models were ‘grounded in the 
data’ and robust. 
3. Explanatory power. The researcher was interested to develop conceptual models 
which were a contribution to knowledge by explaining the relationships of the 
phenomena to each other. Having previously done general qualitative inductive 
research at the Masters and corporate levels, the researcher was keen to ‘up the 
ante’ and move to an explanatory analysis, rather than conduct another descriptive 
narrative.  
 
As the final note to this section, the reason a ‘modified’ use of grounded theory has been 
adopted was to avoid the many schismatic debates that have evolved over ‘purist’ grounded 
theory and its more practical applications. For example, Bryant and Charmaz (2007c) 
present a range of issues such as at what stage, and to what extent, should the literature 
review be conducted and the various permutations of the coding and ‘theory’ debates. While 
these debates have been interesting and have their merits, the discourse is beyond the 
scope of the research.     
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3.5 Structure of analysis  
 
Table 10 presents an overview of the analytical process used for the research.  
 
Table 10 Structure of the analysis of the data 
 
Level/phase of 
analysis 
 
Phase One 
7 interviews 
(prior to publication of 
compacts). 
 
Phase Two 
10 interviews 
(compacts published early in 
phase 2). 
Phase Three 
Request to all Ps 
for written 
responses. 
Level 1 
Summary of key 
points 
 
Summary of 
interview transcripts, 
emails and relevant 
compact 
publications.  
Summary of interview 
transcripts, email and 
relevant compact 
publications exchanges. 
 
Expanded and condensed 
summaries of 5 universities’ 
compacts.  
 
Summary of two 
written responses. 
 
(theoretical 
saturation reached 
for all salient 
themes).   
Level 2 
Thematic 
clustering 
 
Clustering of themes 
from transcripts, 
summaries, emails 
and published 
material. 
 
Clustering of themes from 
transcripts, emails, 
published materials and 
compacts.  
Clustering of 
themes.  
Level 3 
Conceptual 
models 
 
Initial conceptual 
models from phase 
1 data developed.  
Higher level, more 
comprehensive conceptual 
models from phase 2 data 
developed.  
Integration of themes and 
concepts across transcripts 
and compacts achieving 
theoretical integration.  
 
Confirmation of 
higher level 
conceptual 
models from 
phase 2.  
 
Key  P: Participant 
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Exhibit 1 presents a narrative of the analytical approach in the form of one of the 
researcher’s memos written during the analysis of phase 2. Presenting the analytical method 
in the memo format provides an example of the grounded theory ‘memo’ used in the 
research, as well as an elucidation of the analytical process. While in the positivist tradition 
such a memo may be included in the Appendix, the decision to include it in the thesis has 
been made to reflect the ethnographic nature of grounded theory.  As Glaser and Strauss 
(1967) argue:  
The root sources of all significant theorizing is (sic) the sensitive insights of the 
observer himself. (p.251)  
The reflective memo is an integral and legitimate component of the research process in 
grounded theory.  
 
Exhibit 1 Memo on the structure of analysis: Seeking patterns.  
 
START OF MEMO  Memo written: October, 2012.  Note: P = participant 
 
I employed the following three levels of analysis for all the interview transcripts and the 
analysis of the five universities’ published compacts.  
 
Level 1 Summary of key points: vertical analysis  
 
The basis of this level was to analyse the findings vertically: to analysis in depth each 
particular question or component to then develop a meaningful and coherent summary of the 
findings.    
 
Interview transcripts 
 
I summarized the key points of the Ps comments for each particular question asked, 
including follow-up questions. The goal was to get a sense of the Ps comments and general 
direction of understanding as a first step in the ‘coding’/analysis process.  
 
This step proved to be very helpful, indeed essential, because it enabled me to get a sense 
of the Ps comments before trying to start the ‘coding’ process and the artificial forcing of data 
into particular categories or codes that I felt occurred in my trial using nVivo before the 
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research process itself began. It suited the way my mind works: to get a sense and summary 
of the situation before delving back into the specifics which would consequently involve 
higher level abstraction and conceptualisation. I found I couldn’t grasp ‘codes’ without first 
having a summary of the Ps commentary.  
 
Five universities’ compacts 
 
In terms of the five universities’ compacts, I conducted this level at two sub-levels:  
 
Level 1a The first sub-level was the ‘expanded summary’ of the university’s compact to 
enable me to get a grasp of the detail of the university’s compact, particularly to identify any 
differences with the particular university under study at the time. This sub-level involved 
having each university’s information, including contextual organisational information not 
necessarily in the compact, in a separate table for each institution.  
 
Level 1b The second sub-level was the ‘condensed’ summary where I placed the five 
universities in one table with each university in a column next to the other. This enabled 
comparison across universities on each component of the compact.  
 
 
Level 2 Thematic clustering horizontal analysis 
 
The basis of this level was to analyse the level 1 findings horizontally: to analyse across the 
findings for each particular question or component to group like issues.  
 
Interview transcripts 
 
I grouped up comments according to major themes which were either already identified or 
which emerged during the research.  
 
In phase 1, pre-identified themes were things like ‘definition of organisational learning’, 
‘extent of involvement in the development of the compact’ and ‘perception of consultation in 
the development of the compact’. Other themes which emerged ‘organically’ were: control, 
innovation and uniqueness.  
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So this level moved from being based around the questions, to looking cross-questionally to 
gather up like comments into themes. Given I already had the summary of main points from 
level 1 analysis, this worked quite easily and well.  
 
Five universities’ compacts 
 
As for the interview transcripts, at this level I tried to group up the various elements of the 
compacts across the sample. While I developed some relatively interesting themes, none of 
them seemed particularly earth-shattering. None of them shed much light on the genesis of 
compacts and seemed statements of the fairly obvious. However, there were some 
interesting findings of a general nature such as the differences in mission between each 
university (as outlined in the detail of my 8 Nov, 2012 UB Research Conference PPTs and 
now placed in 5 unis analysis, level 2, and phase 2).  
 
 
Level 3 Conceptual models: exploring patterns 
 
This level involved trying to develop relationships between the various themes and 
conceptualise possible models arising from them. It became more difficult to easily separate 
the analysis of the interview transcripts from the analysis of the 5 unis compacts because the 
issues merged as I was looking for patterns across all the data.  
 
My first successful models were the continua of responses to definitions of organisational 
learning; extent of involvement with development of the compact; and perception of degree 
of consultation in the development of the compact. These continua were helpful in 
conceptualising the overall response to the key Phase 1 research questions.  
 
The next stage of this level involved trying to develop a pattern or conceptualisation for the 
‘emergent’ issues that had arisen, such as control, uniqueness and innovation. As it turned 
out, my figure of the issues in Phase 1 was quite successful.  (The figure is provided in Chapter 
4).  
 
The more sophisticated models of Phase 2 analysis which include Model 1: organisational 
controls, OL, uniqueness and innovation; Model 2: organisational learning at the institutional 
level; and Model 3: organisational learning at the sector level, came about after 
consideration of the quite widely divergent material that arose in phase 2 and before I had 
completed the formal analysis of phase 2 to all three levels. I am currently (31/10/12) delving 
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back into Level 2 analysis of Phase 2 to formally and methodically sift through Level 1 
analysis. 
 
Observations 
 
I was thinking my analysis of the five universities compacts had not been quite as productive 
as the analysis of interview transcripts, given the level 2 analysis of the compacts (phase 2) 
did not unearth anything particularly unobvious. But then it occurred to me that I did develop 
Model 3 from it: the model of OL in the university sector. So, perhaps I was able to push the 
analysis of the 5 unis compacts to Level 3: conceptual models.  
 
It’s possible that I may get more mileage out of the compacts when I have finished analysing 
all 5 of them and Level 3 of the P transcripts in Phase 2. At the moment I’m yet to do ANU at 
Level 1 (summary) and am only re-engaging Level 2 analysis (themes) of the P transcripts, 
Phase 2. I’m yet to conduct Phase 3 of the research (written responses to a few key 
questions offered to all 13 Ps) so, I’ve a way to go yet.                      
 
 END OF MEMO.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Exhibit 1 clarifies the three levels of analysis which the researcher used to analyse both the 
interview data and the published compacts of the five universities studied.  
 
The discussion now turns to the practicalities of the research with a discussion of the study 
design, study population, ethical issues and the limitations of the study.  
 
 
3.6 Study design 
 
The research was conducted in three phases and consisted of a total of 17 confidential, 
audio-taped interviews of thirteen participants, exchanges of emails with selected 
participants and analysis of five universities’ compacts. Each interview was in the range of 
45 minutes. The goal of the method was to have the ‘thick, rich descriptions’ (Glesne and 
Peshkin, 1992; Creswell, 2007) that constitute the benefits of the qualitative approach.  
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The researcher transcribed the first batch of interviews and the transcription service 
‘OutScribe’ transcribed the remainder. The ethical considerations of outsourcing the 
interview transcriptions were discussed with the relevant OutScribe authority. The service 
received the Plain Language Information Statement and signed the Informed Consent 
declaration in relation to the privacy and security of the participants’ transcriptions. Table 11 
outlines the phases of the research.  
  
 
Table 11 Overview of the study design  
 
 
Phase Research activity 
 
Research participants/data 
 
Phase 1 
October, 2011-
March, 2012 
 
Interviews of seven UB participants 
 
Analysis of published materials 
regarding compacts.  
(Note: the full compacts were not published 
at the time of phase 1).  
 
Analysis of data using ‘modified’ 
grounded theory to inform phase 2.   
 
 
Participants 
GM-A 
GM-B 
AMC-A 
AMC-B 
EM-A 
EM-B 
EM-C 
 
Publications 
University of Ballarat Interim 
Compact; various published 
compact materials.  
 
Phase 2 
March –
October, 2012 
Interviews of nine UB participants and 
one external participant.  
 
Four of the UB participants were 
returning from phase 1 and the other 
six were new to the research.  
 
Offer of written comment to participants 
from phase 1 who were not re-
interviewed at phase 2.  
 
Analysis of the published compacts of 
five Australian universities.  
 
(Note: the full compacts were published on 
DIISTRE’s website in May, 2012 which was 
early in phase 2.The two participants 
interviewed before the compacts were 
published were fully aware of UB’s compact 
prior to publication).  
 
Cumulative analysis of data from 
phases 1 and 2 using grounded theory 
to develop conceptual frameworks and 
Participants  
GM-B 
AMC-C 
AMC-D 
EM-A 
EM-B 
EM-C 
EM-D 
GV 
DE 
 
External participant EX 
 
Publications 
Full compacts of: 
- University of Ballarat 
- University of Melbourne 
- Australian National University 
- CQUniversity 
- Swinburne University of 
Technology.  
 
Various published compact 
materials. 
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to inform phase 3.   
 
 
Phase 3 
November, 
2012 – 
February, 2013.  
Request for written response to key 
questions to all 13 participants. Two 
responded in writing.  
 
Cumulative analysis of all data to 
confirm findings and theoretical 
frameworks.  
 
Participants  
GM-A 
EM-A 
 
Publications 
Various published compact 
materials 
 
 
Key GM = general manager;  AMC = academic management and coordination;  
EM = executive management;  GV = governance;  DE = former department;  
EX = external.  
 
 
3.7 Study population  
 
3.7.1 Participants 
 
The participants in the study consisted of ten UB employees, two of whom were UB 
associates and one an external participant, see Table 12 below. The study participants were 
identified on the basis of theoretical sampling (Birks and Mills, 2011) and obtained using the 
snowball technique (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992; Creswell, 2007).  
 
For phase 1 of the study, an initial selection of participants was made on available 
connections to the researcher and awareness of his/her organisational role using the 
‘snowball’ technique (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992). The selection of participants for phase 2 
was determined by the identification of the participants who were the most familiar with 
compacts and who, therefore, could contribute the most to the research questions. As noted, 
all 13 participants were requested to provide written commentary in phase 3 with two 
responding. It was considered that there was little new to be said in phase 3. In grounded 
theory parlance, the study had reached ‘theoretical saturation’ on the key concepts by the 
end of phase 2 (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Corbin and Strauss, 1990; Bryant and Charmaz, 
2007a; Birks and Mills, 2011).  
 
A more detailed discussion of the rationale for the selection of participants for each phase is 
provided in Chapter 4, Results. Later placement of the discussion enables the 
contextualisation of participant selection in relation to the developing conceptual analysis 
over the course of the research.  
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The potential to select different participants in consequent phases of the research is a 
unique feature of grounded theory. The variation of participant sample across phases of the 
research highlights grounded theory’s difference from other research methodologies which 
seek consistency across sample phases. Because grounded theory seeks the development 
of conceptual integration, or the development of a ‘theory’ from the data, theoretical 
sensitivity and theoretical sampling are used to identify and research the most fruitful 
avenues for the development of the theory. This feature means that, as the conceptual 
analysis is developed by the researcher over the course of the various phases of the 
research, the most fruitful avenues for the research are very likely to evolve. This was the 
case with this research: the participants selected for phase 2 were a mix of continuing 
participants and new participants, with three participants from phase 1 not participating in the 
interviews for phase 2.  
 
Of the thirteen participants, four were interviewed twice for a total of 17 interviews. The three 
participants from phase 1 who were not re-interviewed in phase 2 were offered written 
comment, however none submitted a response. There were six new participants in phase 2: 
three from within UB as employees, two affiliates of UB and one external to UB. All thirteen 
participants were asked to submit a written response in phase 3 however only one 
participant did so (although several acknowledged receipt of the request).  
 
Table 12 List of research participants, phases 1-3   
 
Code 
 
Phase(s) participated in  
GM-A 1 & 3 
GM-B 1 & 2 
AMC-A 1  
AMC-B 1 
AMC-C 2 
AMC-D 2 
EM-A 1, 2 & 3  
EM-B 1 & 2 
EM-C 1 & 2 
EM-D 2 
GV 2 
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DE 2 
EX 2 
 
Key       
GM General Management: general staff, management level 
AMC Academic Management and Coordination: Dean, Associate Dean, program coordinator 
EM Executive Management: Pro Vice-Chancellor, Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Vice-Chancellor.  
GV Governance: University Council member 
DE Department: former commonwealth government department official (DEEWR and DIISR)  
EX External to UB (the architect of the compacts initiative, including author of the ALP White 
Paper (Macklin, 2006) and the Group of Eight Backgrounder 6 (Go8, 2008b).  
 
Notes to Table 12 
 Positions shown at the time of interview, 2011-12 
 The dash and letter after the participant’s code, such as GM-A, refers to a particular member 
of that cohort. The use of numbers to indicate participants has not been done to avoid 
confusion with the phase number in which he/she participated.  
 The table shows active responses only, not offers of a response that were not taken up. For 
example, the three participants from phase 1 and the participants from phase 3 who did not 
respond to the offer or request for written comment are not shown to have to participated in 
those phases.  
 
 3.7.2 University compacts 
 
The sample for the analysis of the published university compacts consisted of five Australian 
universities: the University of Ballarat, The University of Melbourne, the Australian National 
University, Swinburne University of Technology and CQUniversity, see Table 13 below. The 
universities were identified on the basis of theoretical sampling (Birks and Mills, 2011) and 
obtained using the snowball technique (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992, Creswell, 2007).  
 
The University of Ballarat was selected as the primary research site due to the researcher’s 
previous involvement in the university and the ability to obtain appropriate and helpful 
access to university staff and documents. Swinburne University was selected as another 
Victorian dual-sector university at which the researcher had done nine years of sessional 
teaching (1997-2006) in both TAFE and Higher Education. The familiarity of a comparator 
dual-sector university made Swinburne a logical choice. The University of Melbourne was 
selected as it was also a university with which the researcher was familiar, having been both 
a postgraduate student and employee there (student: 1999-2003; employee: 2007). The 
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University of Melbourne’s compact provided a helpful contrast to UB’s by virtue of its 
extensive resources and research: having a distinctive difference between the universities 
highlighted the key points of the compacts. 
 
As the research progressed two participants made suggestions as to which university’s 
compact would be fruitful to study. Participant DE suggested CQUniversity as a helpful 
comparator to UB because it is also a regional university with relatively high levels of low 
SES students; has a very modest research profile; and has various campuses including a 
partner-provider model. Participant EX suggested ANU because it is a flagship or ‘medallion’ 
university (Zemsky, Wegner and Massy, 2005) and the participant was able to provide 
specific examples of organisational learning processes in previous work he had done with 
that university.  
 
Table 13   List of university compacts analysed 
 
List of university compacts analysed  Thesis reference  
 
University of Ballarat DIISRTE, 2012b 
The University of Melbourne DIISRTE, 2012c 
Swinburne University of Technology DIISRTE, 2012d 
CQUniversity DIISRTE, 2012e 
Australian National University DIISRTE, 2012f 
 
All university compacts were published on the DIISRTE website on 15 May, 2012. 
 
The five universities selected for the research included two dual-sectors, UB and SUT, two 
regional universities, UB and CQU and two research-intensive, ‘medallion’ universities, UoM 
and ANU. While UB was selected as a comparator for both SUT and CQU, it remained a 
unique institution insofar as it was both multi-sector and regional. The selection of 
universities was therefore sufficiently wide-ranging without being excessive for the kind of 
qualitative research planned.  
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3.8 Ethical considerations and approval 
 
Preliminary ethical consideration of the risks the participants may be exposed to in the 
research concluded that the nature and level of risk was not above that of everyday life. The 
interviews were held in private and any additional written commentary was treated as 
confidential. Discussion of resultant comments was attributed to a code reference, as shown 
in Table 12. The printed transcripts of the participants’ interviews were secured in a locked 
cabinet and the soft-copy files stored via password access on the researcher’s computer.  
 
Participants were offered free follow-up psychological counselling through the university’s 
Employee Assistance Program, known as RTK Consulting.  
 
The research was granted full approval by the University of Ballarat’s Human Research 
Ethics Committee on 4 October, 2011, approval number: B11-093. The approval was active 
from 4 October, 2011 to 30 June, 2013 and was conducted within the timeframe specified. 
No adverse reactions or responses were reported either to the researcher or his supervisor, 
Dr Bernard O’Meara of The Business School at the University of Ballarat.  
  
3.9      Limitations of the study 
 
Limitations of the study include those associated with a qualitative study of a relatively small 
number of participants: the findings are specific to the participants of the research at the time 
of the study and may not be generalisable to other situations and participants (Glesne and 
Peshkin, 1992).  
 
The issue of the limitations of the study is connected to the nature of the two types of ‘theory’ 
developed in grounded theory: ‘substantive’ theory and ‘formal’ theory.  
 
A ‘substantive’ or ‘formal’ grounded theory? 
 
 ‘Substantive’ theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Birks and Mills, 2011) is defined as a theory 
which explains the relationships between categories of the study but which is limited to the 
particular circumstances of the research site and conditions. As Birks and Mills (2011) state, 
substantive theory:  
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…is produced for the purpose of understanding tangible phenomenon in a clearly 
defined situation. (p.156)  
 
A ‘formal’ grounded theory seeks to create a larger frame for the concepts and theoretical 
integration which arise from the research. ‘Formal’ grounded theory is theory which explains 
the relationships between phenomena in circumstances different to the research site. Birks 
and Mills (2011) suggest that Kubler-Ross’s (1973) theory of the stages of dying provides a 
helpful example of ‘formal’ theory (Birks and Mills, 2011, p.157). As the authors state, a 
formal grounded theory is one in which:  
 
…theory (is) developed to a higher level of conceptual abstraction thereby 
encompassing concepts spanning a number of substantive areas.  
(Birks and Mills, 2011, p.174) 
 
Glaser and Strauss (1967), Bryant and Charmaz (2007a) and Birks and Mills (2011) discuss 
how a formal grounded theory can be built from an earlier substantive grounded theory and 
lament the paucity of formal grounded theory development. Birks and Mills (2011) suggest 
that while it is not impossible for a formal theory to be developed from one study, it was more 
usually the result of additional research data and expansion of the analysis of the core 
category of the existing substantive theory (p.157).  
 
The conceptual models developed as a result of the research therefore constitute a 
‘substantive’ grounded theory. More research would need to be conducted across a wider 
range of sites to elevate the conceptual models developed in the research to a ‘formal’ 
grounded theory.  
 
Given the limitations of the research, a recommendation for future research is a more wide-
ranging study with multiple study sites possibly using a mixed methodology.  
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3.10 Chapter summary  
 
Chapter 3 presented the rationale and methods of the modified form of grounded theory 
used for the research. The ‘modified’ form of grounded theory consisted of Birks and Mills 
(2011) ten methods of ‘essential’ grounded theory, outlined in Table 1, in all respects except 
for the consolidation of four analytical phases into three. Grounded theory was selected as 
the most appropriate methodology given the aims of the research and has led to the 
development of a ‘substantive’ grounded theory which explains the results of the research.  
 
The next chapter, Results, presents the findings of the research.    
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CHAPTER 4.       RESULTS 
 
There is a dynamic and complex interplay of human consciousness, mind, 
emotion, and language in each individual in response to their 
environment…which is multiplied in new ways in human social systems such 
as organisations. Eppel (2009). p.15   
 
Chapter Overview 
 
Chapter 4 presents a selection of results and an initial discussion of the themes that arose. 
The size of the thesis limited the presentation of all the data in the chapter, for example, the 
condensed analysis of the five universities’ compacts (Table 20) has been placed in 
Appendix 2.   
 
The results are presented in chronological order beginning with phase 1 and proceeding to 
phases 2 and 3. Phase 1 consisted of seven confidential, audio-taped interviews with 
university academics, managers and executives and was conducted prior the publication of 
the compacts. Phase 2 of the research constituted the bulk of the fieldwork and involved a 
further ten interviews with a mix of new and returning participants and the analysis of five 
universities’ published compacts. Phase 3 confirmed the theoretical saturation achieved in 
phase 2 and returned minor points to the results. The chapter concludes with a summary of 
the results.  
 
A note should be made regarding the use of participant quotes. While the reporting of results 
in qualitative research thrives on the use of participant quotes, in grounded theory the use of 
quotes presents a potential limitation. In grounded theory, the analytical concepts and 
theoretical integration which are developed from the data have been condensed, inducted 
and abducted from the participants’ statements.  
 
While on the one hand, the theoretical concepts are ‘grounded in the data’, the data is 
analysed into progressively larger codes, categories and conceptual models that leave the 
specific voices of the participants behind. The use of coding in data analysis, as discussed in 
Chapter 3, facilitates the process of induction and abduction and leads to the development of 
conceptual models. For these reasons, the use of specific quotes does not necessarily 
encapsulate the conceptual models which were developed later in the analysis. The use of 
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quotes in the thesis is therefore couched in the limitation common to grounded theory: the 
concepts are grounded in the data, but rise beyond the data.   
 
Another note is the difference between the participants’ research codes and the analytical 
codes used in grounded theory. The participants’ research codes refer to their employment 
type. For example, ‘Participant AMC-A’ refers to a specific academic management and 
coordination participant. The analytical codes refer to the code assigned to particular 
grouping of concepts which arose in the analysis. For example, the analytical term 
‘artefactural’ refers to one of the conceptual codes assigned to the participants’ interpretation 
of organisational learning.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
The presentation of the results begins with phase 1 of the research, which occurred prior to 
the publication of the compacts in May, 2012 (DIISRTE, 2012b, c, d, e and f). As the 
compacts were not published until after phase 1 of the research, a decision had to be made 
in relation to the sequence of the presentation of the findings. On the one hand, providing 
the results of the compact research conducted in phase 2 could have provided a context for 
the phase 1 participant results. However, that would have put the presentation of the results 
out of sequence with the phases of the research. On the other hand, beginning with the 
participants’ results from phase 1 meant that the reader may not have a detailed 
understanding of the compacts to contextualise the phase 1 results.  
 
The decision to begin the discussion with phase 1 of the research was made for three 
reasons. First, the analytical process of the study began with the participants’ responses in 
phase 1 and informed the nature of the research in phase 2. The developmental nature of 
the analytical method in grounded theory was discussed in Chapter 3. Presenting the results 
in a sequential manner retained adherence to the developmental nature of analysis in the 
research.  
 
Second, beginning the discussion of the results with phase 1 was congruent with the 
ethnographic framework of the modified form of grounded theory methodology used in the 
study. Presenting the results in the sequence in which the research was conducted allowed 
the participants’ voices to be heard from the beginning. The third reason was that the earlier 
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discussion of compacts, presented in Chapter 2, canvassed the compacts to a sufficient 
degree for the reader to have a reasonable understanding of them.    
 
 
4.2 Phase 1 results: seven interviews 
 
Phase 1 of the research consisted of confidential, audio-taped interviews with seven 
participants at the University of Ballarat between November, 2011 and January, 2012. The 
duration of the interviews was, on average, approximately 50 minutes each. The interviews 
were later transcribed by the researcher and the analysis was undertaken using the modified 
form of grounded theory discussed in chapter 3.  
 
Table 14 provides the overview of the participants in phase 1. Of the seven participants, two 
were managers from the ‘general’ or professional staff employment group, two were from the 
‘academic management and coordination’ group and three were from the executive 
management group.  
 
The participants for phase 1 were identified and selected using the following criteria: 
 
- Theoretical sensitivity by the researcher, which meant the researcher’s educated 
hypotheses of who would be most likely to have an informed opinion about both 
organisational learning and the university’s compact. This issue was particularly 
relevant given the compacts had not been published at the time of phase 1.  
 
- The snowball technique (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992), which involved an 
accumulation of potential participants provided by contacts known to the researcher. 
 
- A reasonable cross-section of the major groups of staff at the university: academics, 
general staff and the executive. Given the relatively low profile of the compacts at the 
university at the time (the vast majority of staff the researcher spoke to anecdotally 
had never heard of it) the seven selected participants were known to the researcher 
as well informed and well-connected figures in the organisation.  
 
Inclusion of the three types of employment group were considered important because the 
executive developed the compact, the academics constitute the key research and teaching 
resource of the university and general staff are often the staff who have to develop and 
operationalise the many initiatives that arise in universities.  
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The absence of “line staff” from both the academic and general staff employment groups 
may be noted. The reason for not involving the staff level in phase 1 was that awareness of 
the compact among the staff was virtually zero. There are two ways to corroborate this 
contention without having conducted a survey which would have been, in the researcher’s 
view, futile. First, the full compact was not published until after phase 1 of the research was 
concluded. Given that the compact was developed by the executive of the university without 
staff consultation, which was known prior to the commencement of the study and was 
confirmed in the research, there was no method by which line staff would have been aware 
of the university’s compact.  
 
The second way to corroborate the contention that line staff were unaware of the compact 
was that all seven participants, in a variety of ways, acknowledged the lack of awareness 
among staff of the compact. For example, Participant GM-A stated:  
 
I think this is something which to a lot of people is actually a bit of a mystery…I tried 
to find a copy of our compact and I couldn’t find one…I don’t think that’s an 
uncommon story…. I haven’t seen anything. (Participant GM-A, pp.3-4)     
 
Another participant commented that ‘… the pool of people involved is small in both number 
and diversity’ (Participant AMC-A, p.7). The other five participants provided comments which 
could substantiate the claim of negligible awareness among line staff of the compact. 
Participant EM-A stated explicitly that the compact was never intended to be a consultative 
document (p.4). The researcher’s anecdotal evidence during phase 1 and 2 of the research 
was that no-one among the staff had heard of the compact when he raised it with them.  
 
Due to the nature of theoretical sensitivity and theoretical sampling in grounded theory, 
rather than the representative sampling of other research methodologies, the researcher 
selected the sample which was going to be most fruitful for the research. There was no 
requirement in grounded theory methodology for “representativeness” in sampling, as 
discussed in Chapter 3.   
 
The researcher’s purpose was to explore the most fruitful avenues for participant sample in 
phase 1 and explore further participant selection options in phases 2 and 3, which is what 
transpired. A mix of continuing and new participants was selected for phase 2, with three 
participants from phase 1 not continuing with phase 2.   
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The findings from phase 1 were informative and helped to shape the later phases of the 
research, particularly phase 2, which constituted the bulk of the fieldwork.  
 
The phase 1 interview questions (see Appendix 1) were designed to identify and explore the 
participants’ ascriptions of meaning to the three key questions of the research, which were:   
 
1. What interpretations did the participants ascribe to organisational learning?  
2. What interpretations did the participants ascribe to mission-based compacts and 
UB’s compact in particular? 
3. What understandings might the participant have had about the nature of the compact 
and the opportunities it may have presented for organisational learning?  
 
Table 14 provides the participants’ research codes for phase 1.  
 
Table 14 Phase 1 participant research codes     
 
Cohort research 
code 
Employment group Number of participants  
 
EM Executive management 3     
 
GM General staff, management level 2      
 
AMC Academic management and 
coordination 
2       
 
 
 
As the table shows, each participant was assigned a letter in their cohort, such as EM-A.  As 
the executive management cohort had three participants, the respective research codes 
were EM-A, EM-B and EM-C, similarly for the other two cohorts. The use of a letter, rather 
than a number, after the cohort code was used to avoid confusion with the phase number in 
which s/he participated. The feature will become more apparent when presenting the phase 
2 results.  
 
The following discussion presents the major findings of phase 1.  
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4.2.1 Participant interpretations of the term ‘organisational learning’   
 
The participants’ views on organisational learning displayed considerable variation. Figure 6 
presents the range of responses on a continuum. Reference to Model 1, Institutional 
Organisational Learning, will facilitate the reader’s understanding of the following discussion.  
 
Figure 6 shows that two of the three executives, Participants EM-C and EM-B, characterised 
organisational learning at the ‘artefactual’ end of the continuum. As will be recalled from the 
earlier chapters, the artefactural components of organisational learning were activities like 
quality audits and the evaluation of professional development programs by the number of 
attendees. The artefactural end of the organisational learning continuum signified a 
measurement and reporting approach to organisational learning.  
 
In the middle of the continuum the other executive participant, EM-A, and the two general 
staff managers, GM-A and GM-B and one of the academic coordinators, AMC-A, defined 
organisational learning as having elements of both ‘artefactural’ and ‘human learning in 
groups’ organisational learning. The combination of these elements of organisational 
learning lead to the development of the code ‘people and systems’. It will be remembered 
that this type of learning has the potential to lead to transformational organisational learning 
(see Model 1 and chapter 5).  
 
At the other end of the continuum the other academic manager, Participant AMC-B, 
acknowledged the importance and relevance of structured professional development 
programs but emphasised the informal learning done by ‘human learning in groups’ as their 
primary definition of organisational learning. Figure 6 provides an overview of the 
participant’s interpretations of organisational learning.  
 
 
 
Participant     EM-C, EM-B                   EM-A, GM-B            AMC-B 
      GM-A, AMC-A 
 
Interpretation of   
 org learning  Artefactual       systems and people human learning in groups 
 
 
Figure 6  Phase 1 participant interpretations of organisational learning 
 
 
The left-hand side of Figure 6 shows two participants with the coding of ‘artefactural’, the 
four participants in the middle with ‘systems and people’ and one participant on the far right-
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hand side with the coding of ‘human learning in groups’. The following discussion provides 
the reasons for the participants’ codings and their relative placement on the continuum.  
 
Participant responses coded as ‘artefactural’   
 
Figure 6 shows two of the three executives, participants EM-C and EM-B, at the artefactual 
end of the organisational learning continuum. These participants expressed organisational 
learning largely in terms of the visible representations that the university was capturing and 
operationalising organisational learning. The ways in which the university was conducting 
organisational learning was in organisational operations, functions and procedures, such as 
reporting and monitoring of performance indicators about organisational effectiveness.  
 
Given the limitation regarding the use of participants quotes raised in the introduction, 
quotes from the participants will be provided to illustrate the coding for each type of 
organisatonal learning. The following quotes from the two executive participants provide 
examples of the rationale for coding their definitions of organisational learning as 
‘artefactural’. The page number after each quote refers to the transcript of that participant.  
 
Participant EM-C 
(executive) Organisational learning… I really relate that to having staff understand 
what their role is in the organisation and the provision of training so 
that they can better understand that… professional development and 
performance review… running formal induction…and formal 
instruction in various aspects of information requirements. (p.1)  
 
 
Participant EM-B 
(executive) So you talk about (how) individuals learn and how the organisation can 
maybe best build on the learning that people do. So it’s an organising 
notion. (p.1) 
 
I think we’re getting a lot better at building systems and processes that 
embody that knowledge where we know it exists… and a part of that 
order is run better processes, better systems…… I think now we have 
more centralised control over that so we know what’s going on. And 
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that process of getting more order and consistency into what we’re 
doing. (p.2)  
 
The definition of organisational learning proposed by the two participants was in relation to 
the capture of organisational data that can lead to improvements in organisational 
effectiveness and efficiency. The coding of their responses to this question lead to the 
formulation of the code ‘artefactural’ to characterise their ascription of meaning to the term 
‘organisational learning’.  
 
Participant responses coded as ‘systems and people’ 
 
The responses of the four participants in the middle of the continuum in Figure 8 were coded 
as ‘systems and people’. Participants EM-A (executive), GM-B, GM-A (both general staff 
managers) and AMC-A (an academic coordinator) expressed a definition of organisational 
learning that was a mix of both the ‘artefactural’ and ‘human learning in groups’ that lead to 
the code of ‘systems and people’.   
 
The types of organisational learning included in ‘systems and people’ were such things as 
professional development programs, policies and procedures and learning in groups such as 
communities of practice. The analytical code of ‘systems and people’ includes the 
recognition that it is people who learn, however the system may garner their learning. All four 
participants gave cogent examples that involved people learning individually, and more 
particularly, in groups. There was acknowledgement in the responses of these four 
participants that the university could do a better job in capturing and sharing the learning that 
was done by people in groups.  
 
Several quotes will serve to illustrate the reasoning behind coding the responses of these 
four participants as ‘systems and people’.  
 
Participant AMC-A 
(academic coordinator) 
 It’s a learning process, whether it’s formal or informal. So it’s very 
process-driven and that it has certain artefacts like policies, manuals, 
how-to’s, informational materials, it has programs usually. There’s like 
a two-speed economy, if you like, with organisational learning…and 
then there’s this underbelly which… comes with real learning that says 
“we know this about ourselves, we haven’t done this real well and we 
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can’t or shouldn’t do this anymore” and anticipates the future… The 
sort of informal process of people learning how to survive the 
organisation and that’s where the innovation really happens. (p.2)   
 
 
Participant GM-A 
(general staff manager) 
 To me, organisational learning is not just about the learning and the 
staff development and so on that we might make available for our staff 
(in our department)… it’s also about how the organisation as a whole 
approaches learning… for its workforce in a coherent and collective 
and inclusive way. (p.1)  
 
If you look at definitions of organisational learning, it talks about 
learning in the organisation to meet the organisations goals and 
objectives and things like that. Well, that’s not always easy to tap into 
at an individual level, and we could do that better… Because it’s not 
just about what you put into your PRDP review (the university’s 
performance review process)  every year and it’s not just about the 
conference that you might go to, it’s about feeling equipped and 
confident personally to adapt to whatever the organisation throws at 
you.  (pp. 2-3).  
 
Participant EM-A 
(executive) That it (the organisation) learns, to some extent, from its mistakes but 
that it places a premium on the whole concept of the type of 
leadership that drives it and the fact that it is made up of both 
individuals and groups. (p.2)  
 
Participant GM-B 
(general staff manager) 
 …it’s both on the one side, how do we develop people with the skills 
that they need? And from the other side, from an organisational 
perspective, it’s how do they develop an organic organisation that 
learns and moulds its own entity from within the system that it 
practices? (p.1)  
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The above quotes illustrate the participants’ understandings of organisational learning and 
the code of ‘systems and people’. In all four cases, the participants viewed organisational 
learning as the integration between group learning and the operationalisation of the learning 
by the organisation.  
 
Participant response coded as ‘human learning in groups’ 
 
The academic manager, participant AMC-B, spoke the most passionately of all seven 
participants in relation to the human factor in organisational learning. The participant 
discussed a conflict model of organisational learning which argued that an instrumentalist 
management approach would be in opposition to organisational learning because 
management reified humans as ‘alienated, reified things to be allocated, moved around, 
interchanged, dispensed with’ (participant AMC-B, p.3).  
 
In this participant’s view, because instrumentalist management, by definition, reduced 
humans to objects, the kind of human-centric definition the participant espoused regarding 
organisational learning would be in conflict with organisational learning. In the participant’s 
view, if people weren’t seen as rich and deeply unique and were seen, instead, as reified 
objects, then how could an organisation take advantage of the learning that they created? In 
the participant’s view, not only could the organisation not take advantage of this kind of 
learning, the nature of rich and deep human learning was in opposition to it. This view was 
similar to Baumard’s (1999) view of the impossibility of codifying tacit knowledge (see 
Chapter 2).   
 
While the participant acknowledged the inferior capture and dissemination of learning by 
humans in groups at the university, s/he also acknowledged the reasonable limit on effective 
organisational learning in the wider university because it could quickly become just a series 
of meetings.  
 
The participant’s sense of the richness of human experience, and the conflict model of 
organisational learning, placed him/her at the right end of the continuum in Figure 6. The 
ascription of meaning the participant gave to organisational learning was coded as ‘human 
learning in groups’.  
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Two quotes will serve to illustrate the reasoning behind the coding of the participant’s 
responses as ‘human learning in groups’.  
 
 
Participant AMC-B 
(academic manager) I think there’s significant organisational learning that occurs at a 
subterranean level and it’s in the experiences of the general and 
academic staff… in what they do and what they remember, what they 
do and what they share with each other (p.5)... ‘I say it’s subterranean 
I don’t mean to say it’s hidden, but I do mean to say it’s not visible, 
and they’re not the same things. (p.6)  
 
If one particular general staff member builds her own particular 
network, across Schools of people she can readily access to solve 
small problems… she is a node of a network in which she 
accumulates knowledge and then shares the accumulation of that 
knowledge with others in basic problem solving….it isn’t in a position 
description, this isn’t something her Head of School asks her to do. 
(p.5)  
 
 
The presentation of results now turns to the second major question of phase 1: how did the 
participants interpret the mission-based compact? 
 
 
4.2.2 Participant interpretations of the mission-based compact 
 
The Phase 1 participants displayed some variation in their interpretation of the mission-
based compact, but overall there was consistency among five of the seven participants that 
they were largely a method of both articulating the university’s strategy and implementing 
government policy in the university sector. In contrast to the high hopes of the original 
compact idea, discussed in Chapter 2, only one of the participants interpreted the compact 
as a transformational opportunity for the university sector in Australia.  
 
The participants provided thoughtful insights and variations within the overall consistency of 
responses. For example, all seven participants raised the issue that the university was dual-
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sector or multi-sector, with TAFE, higher education and secondary-level education 
components. (The university is multi-sector, with ‘UBTec’ providing Years 11 and 12 courses 
in the Victorian education sphere, in addition to TAFE and higher education. DIISRTE, 
2012b). All seven participants commented on the difficulties presented by having a higher 
education-only compact which covered half the institution’s activities, the other half being 
TAFE and funded by the state government.  
 
Participant EM-A (p.5) stated that the compacts were a helpful opportunity for the university 
to articulate its strategy and how it was different from other universities. Two participants, 
EM-A (p.9) and AMC-B (p.7), expressed concern about the potential use of the compact as 
an agent of instrumentalism, with the potential for the government to use the compact as a 
method to further regulate and intervene in university activity. Participant AMC-B expressed 
this concern to a greater degree than the other participants.  
  
One participant, AMC-A, discussed the compact as a transformational opportunity for the 
sector because the compact had the potential to create innovation by encouraging 
universities to differentiate themselves. Figure 7 shows the range of interpretations of the 
compact.  
 
 
Participant                EM-A, EM-B, EM-C                             AMC-A               
         AMC-B        GM-A, GM-B 
       
 
Interpretation of   
mission-based     Gov’t policy            admin                      transformational  
compact      interference         procedure                  opportunity for 
               with strategic        innovation 
             articulation 
 
 
Figure 7  Phase 1 participant interpretations of the mission-based compact  
 
 
Figure 7 shows a range of responses regarding the participant’s interpretations of the 
mission-based compact. On the left-hand side, Participant AMC-B, who had previously 
raised a conflict model of organisational learning and management, viewed the compact as a 
form of government interference in university direction-setting and autonomy. The five 
participants in the middle of the continuum were in agreement regarding the compact’s 
potential to both complete an administrative requirement while also articulating the 
university’s strategy. Only one participant, AMC-A, saw the compact as the transformational 
opportunity which had been the original intention of the compact initiative.   
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A small number of participant quotes will illustrate the coding of responses in Figure 9.  
 
 
Participant responses coded as ‘admin procedure with strategic articulation’  
 
Participant EM-A 
(executive) So they’re looking to compacts as a mechanism to deliver on 
government policy… but they are also an opportunity for the university 
to articulate… its values, its vision, its trajectory and whether it would 
like to go and how it differentiates itself from other universities and the 
type of support it would need from the commonwealth in order for that 
differentiation to become part of our raison d’etre. That’s been helpful 
both as a process that enables us to reflect internally on these matters 
and it’s also helpful, I think, in relation to setting what we now call the 
Charter of the university. (pp.5-6) 
 
Participant EM-C 
(executive) Clearly this is a negotiated agreement between the federal 
government and the university about obtaining a bucket of 
money…My understanding of the term is that it’s an agreement in 
which the government is forcing the university to think about its unique 
contributions in making the national tertiary landscape. (pp.2-3)  
 
Participant GM-B 
(general staff manager) 
So it’s an attempt to try and bring the university’s mission into the 
government’s objectives. (p.5)  
 
Participant responses coded the compact as ‘government policy interference’  
 
Participant AMC-B 
(academic management and coordination) 
Universities are trying to set a course for themselves. And being able 
to respond to, not only a university’s own vision and future, but also to 
the external environment in which universities operate, will be 
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compromised by the compacts which will bring in an element, a very 
large element, of federal government policy setting. In fact, policy 
setting will become direction setting for universities. (p.8)  
 
I think compacts are going to be about controlling universities. (p.10)  
 
Participant responses coded as ‘transformational’  
 
Participant AMC-A 
(academic management and coordination) 
So in terms of opportunities these moments come once in a while, 
here’s your chance to reconfigure, realign, reinvent. Wow! What a 
fabulous idea!.... it’s not hard to do… Engage your constituents and 
get ideas. Invite them and think big! What is this uniqueness that we 
want to foster and engage with and unite us all? … the staff really are 
a part of this whole organisational learning effort that will become a 
very powerful strategy because we all learn it, we all understand it, 
and are invested in it. (p.8)  
 
The presentation of results now turns to the participants’ levels of involvement with the 
development of the university’s compact.  
 
4.2.3 Phase 1 participant involvement with the development of the compact 
 
The participants’ involvement in the development of the compact varied from none at all to a 
coordinating role to high involvement from the earliest, pre-promulgation stage. Figure 8 
provides a continuum on which the participants’ stated levels of involvement are shown.  
 
 
 
Participant           GM-A        AMC-A                GM-B                                    EM-C EM-B  EM-A 
    AMC-B 
 
  
 
Level of  
involvement       None       Low   Medium       High/very high 
 
 
 
Figure 8 Phase 1 participant involvement in the development of the compact 
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Starting at the left-hand side of Figure 8, two participants stated they had no involvement in 
the development of the compact, while the other participants had increasing levels of 
involvement. The involvement of participant AMC-A was more in terms of previous policy 
work. Participant GM-B was responsible for coordinating, but not formulating, the university’s 
response to the compact process. The three executive members had the greatest 
involvement in the development of the compact.   
 
Figure 9 shows that the participants all acknowledged the compact was developed by ‘the 
top’, or executive management, of the university. It should be noted that the compact 
process did not specifically require stakeholder consultation. 
 
 
Participant         * all 7 Ps 
 
   
  Wide consultation among              some consultation                     developed at the top 
Extent of all stakeholders, external       with middle mgmt and staff          with no middle mgmt. or staff 
Consultation          and internal     for e.g., at other campuses                           consultation 
 
 
 
Figure 9 Perceptions of stakeholder consultation in the development of the 
compact 
 
 
One of the interesting contrasts identified in the first phase of the research was the range of 
views between the participants’ levels of involvement in the development of the compact and 
their unanimous agreement about the extent of stakeholder consultation. This issue is 
discussed in more depth in Chapter 5.  
 
  
4.2.4 Relationship between interpretations of organisational learning and 
involvement in development of the compact 
 
The relationship between the phase 1 interpretations of organisational learning and the 
participants’ involvement in the development of the compact was analysed. The purpose of 
analysing this dimension was to explore if there was a relationship between the type of 
organisational learning and the extent to which the participant was involved in the 
development of the compact.  
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There was a range of relationships between the participants’ definitions of organisational 
learning and their degree of involvement in the development of the compact (see Figure 10). 
The organisational learning definitions of two of the participants who were more involved in 
the development of the compact (executive participants EM-B and EM-C) have been coded 
as ‘artefactual’. The organisational learning definitions of the three participants who were 
uninvolved in the development of the compact have been coded as ‘systems and people’ 
(Participants GM-A; AMC-A) and ‘human learning in groups’ (participant AMC-B).  
 
The two other participants, who were either involved or highly involved in the development of 
the compact (Participants GM-B and EM-A) were coded as ‘systems and people’. Figure 10 
illustrates these responses.  
 
 
 
 
      EM-B          AMC-A 
Participant            EM-C                                    EM-A      GM-B       GM-A                            AMC-B 
          ------------------------------------------    ------------------------------------------- 
Definition of  
org learning      Artefactual         systems and people  human learning
          in groups 
 
 
Level of  
involvement       None/Low   Medium        High/very high 
 
Participant          AMC-A, GM-A                                 GM-B                            EM-B, EM-C        EM-A 
   AMC-B 
 
 
 
Figure 10.  The relationship between phase 1 interpretations of organisational 
learning and involvement in developing the compact  
 
 
Interpretation of Figure 10 
 
Figure 10 presents the relationships between the participants’ interpretations of 
organisational learning and their levels of involvement in the development of the university’s 
compact. While the figure appears to be complex, the main issues are relatively clear.  
 
Following the arrow from the top right-hand side of Figure 10, the three participants, AMC-A, 
GM-A and AMC-B, who defined organisational learning as ‘systems and people’ and ‘human 
learning in groups’ had no or very low involvement in the development of the compact.  
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In the middle of Figure 10, the two participants, GM-B and EM-A, who also defined 
organisational learning at the ‘systems and people’ levels, were involved in the development 
of the compact. Participant GM-B had a ‘medium’, or coordinating level of involvement in the 
compact while participant EM-A had a very high level of involvement. Because of this result, 
the tentative hypothesis that the participants whose interpretations of organisational learning 
involved staff consultation were not involved in the compact’s development, was not 
supported by the data. The two participants, GM-B and EM-A, had interpretations of 
organisational learning which included stakeholder engagement and were also involved, or 
highly involved, in the development of the compact.  
 
At the top left-hand side of Figure 10, the two participants who were coded as ‘artefactural’ 
types of organisational learning, participants EM-B and EM-C, were highly involved in the 
development of the compact. The results for these two participants tended to support the 
hypothesis regarding involvement in compact development and ascription of meaning to 
organisational learning, but not when viewed in the context of all the responses for phase 1.   
 
It was interesting that the two academic manager/coordinators, participants AMC-A and 
AMC-B, were among the least involved in the development of the compact, yet expressed 
some of the deepest thinking in terms of the university’s culture and environment in the 
interviews for phase 1.  
 
The results suggested that those participants most involved in the development of the 
compact, participants EM-A, EM-B, EM-C and GM-B, were more focussed on the external 
environment in order to fulfil the requirement to complete the compact. The idea for the 
hypothesis was raised very early in the research by participant AMC-A who said that s/he 
thought the university’s approach to the compact would boil down to the question of “how do 
we get the most funding?” (participant AMC-A, p.7). Indeed, participant EM-C also stated 
during the interview that the compact was “clearly…a negotiated agreement about obtaining 
a bucket of money” (participant EM-C, p.2).  
 
While participants GM-B and EM-C acknowledged the importance of internal processes, in 
participant EM-C’s case it was in an instrumentalist way of ‘pushing it down to the atomic 
level in the organisation’ (participant EM-C, p. 6). Participant EM-A also acknowledged the 
importance of internal processes in his/her discussion of the ‘myriad groups’ in the 
university. However, neither participants EM-A or EM-B mentioned communication with the 
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rest of the organisation regarding the compact after it had been developed. The mention 
participant EM-A made in this regard was simply that the compact was never intended as a 
document for consultation.   
 
The tentative hypothesis that the executives and general staff manager involved in the 
development of the compact may have been more focussed on the external requirement to 
complete the compact was supported by the data. In other words, and as these four 
participants stated in a variety of ways in phase 1, they were focussed on getting the job 
done and the compact completed. None of these four participants viewed the compact as an 
opportunity for staff consultation at the time. However, two participants, GM-B and EM-C, 
expressed the wish for staff consultation in future compacts. Participant EM-B acknowledged 
that the compact had not been sufficiently understood among the university community and 
that more could be done in that regard. 
 
These results provided helpful material for analysis regarding the three questions of how the 
participants interpreted organisational learning, the compact and their relative levels of 
involvement in the university’s compact. The discussion of the results, and the higher levels 
of analysis conducted with them, is presented in chapter 5.  
 
The presentation of results now turns to two ‘sensitising concepts’ which arose during phase 
1 of the research: control and innovation. As noted previously, these concepts were not 
specifically researched in phase 1 but arose naturally during the field work.  
 
 
4.2.5 Control and innovation 
 
The concepts of control and innovation were raised by the participants in phase 1 of the 
research unprompted by the researcher. The researcher considered that they were 
illustrative of the ‘sensitising concepts’ of grounded theory as discussed by Glaser and 
Strauss (1967), Birks and Mills (2011) and others.  
 
The purpose of presenting the results of these two concepts is to facilitate the connection 
between them, the literature review and the conceptual models developed during the course 
of the research. The conceptual models, which have already been introduced and are 
discussed in depth in Chapter 5, integrate the issues of control and innovation in relation to 
176 
 
 
both institutional organisational learning (Model 1) and organisational learning in the 
Australian university sector (Model 2).  
 
Control 
 
The issue of control was mentioned by four of the seven participants in phase 1of the 
research: EM-A, GM-B, AMC-A and AMC-B. There were two types of control mentioned by 
these participants:  
 
1. The government’s control over universities in relation to the criteria and completion of 
the compact. 
2. The university’s over its stakeholders, particularly staff, in relation to development of 
the compact. 
  
A number of constraints on both the process and the university were noted by several of the 
participants. Among the constraints were: the party political nature of the compact process 
and compact criteria (Participant EM-A); the propensity for political fiat in decision-making by 
the government (Participant EM-A); the rapidity of change in the tertiary education operating 
environment including and beyond government policy-making (Participants EM-A and GM-
B); and the multi-sector nature of UB for which the compact ignored the TAFE and 
secondary-level education operations of the organisation (all seven participants).  
 
The first type of control was that exerted by the government in relation to development and 
implementation of the compacts, particularly in relation to ‘direction setting’ of the university.   
The concern about government control in relation to the compacts was that rather than 
allowing the university to set its unique direction, the compact would become an agent of 
government instrumentalism.  
 
The second form of control mentioned by the participants was in relation to the control used 
by the university’s executive in the development and operationalisation of the compact. 
Participant AMC-A spoke most eloquently of the seven participants in relation to the lack of 
diversity and range of input into the executive group’s development of the compact.  
 
As raised previously, all seven participants acknowledged that the compact was developed 
by executive management. The development phase of the compact largely excluded middle 
management and staff, which could be argued to be a form of organisational control by 
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exclusion. Participants AMC-A, AMC-B and GM-A mention their lack of involvement in the 
development of the compact (see Figure 10).  
 
The participants most involved in the development of the compact, EM-A, EM-B, EM-C and 
GM-B acknowledged that it was not a consultative process. Participant EM-A provided a 
number of reasons as to why there was not staff consultation, primarily because in the 
participant’s view the compact was not intended to be a consultative document. As the 
participant stated ‘It was never intended to be a sort of consensus document that might be, 
for example, fully discussed with staff of the university. It’s not that sort of document’ 
(participant EM-A, p.4). 
 
Figure 11 shows the range of concerns expressed by the participants regarding the use of 
the compact as a form of control by the government and/or the university.  
 
 
Participant            EM-B, EM-C 
      GM-A                       EM-A, GM-B                          AMC-A              AMC-B 
 
  
Concern                  None expressed concern expressed               Compact as a form of control by 
re control       re governmental          government and university 
              control and instrumentalist   
  outcomes 
 
 
Figure 11 Concern expressed re compact as a form of control by government 
and/or the university 
 
 
Interpretation of Figure 11 
 
Beginning with the left-hand side of Figure 11, participants EM-B, EM-C and GM-A did not 
express a concern about the potential for the compact to be a form of governmental or 
university control. Participants EM-B and EM-C appeared to accept that the government 
pulls the strings because it provided the money. The university’s job, in their view, was to 
meet the criteria to get the money. As participant EM-C stated: ‘clearly this is a negotiated 
agreement… about obtaining a bucket of money’ (p. 2).  
 
Participant GM-A did not mention the issue of control specifically. This participant was the 
least familiar with the compact and stated that she couldn’t find information about them from 
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either the government or university websites. Her comments regarding the compact were 
expressed by as hypothetical conjecture on what she hoped might be in the compact.  
 
Moving to the centre of Figure 11, participants EM-A and GM-B both acknowledged the 
potential for the compact to become another form of governmental control. Participant EM-A 
expressed concern in relation to the highly negotiated agreement becoming an instrument 
for highly instrumentalist outcomes. Participant GM-B expressed concern in terms of the 
nature of the compact working against the kind of staff learning that the compact would really 
require.  
 
Moving to the right-hand side of Figure 11, participant AMC-B commented on the lack of 
internal and external stakeholder consultation in the development of the university’s 
compact. This participant noted that none of the campuses associated with the university 
had the opportunity for consultation regarding the compact, as far as he was aware, in 
relation to issues that may be specific to their geographic location.   
  
While the participants did not always use the term ‘control’, many of their comments 
reflected control issues. For example, participants EM-B and GM-B expressed positive 
regard for organisational consistency, standardisation and centralisation of the university 
processes. Both these participants made the comment that the university’s previous 
decentralisation had lead to inconsistency and inefficiencies. Both participants were 
supportive of the need for measures to improve organisational control, as the following 
quotes illustrate.  
 
Participant EM-B 
(executive) I think now we have more centralised control over that so we know 
what’s going on. And that process of getting more order and 
consistency into what we’re doing. (p. 2)  
 
Participant GM-B 
(general staff manager)  
I’d much rather see a consistency of practice that people have the 
knowledge to adopt, rather than rely on individual capabilities and 
competencies’ (p.3). ‘I think the other part of it, which I haven’t talked 
about, which isn’t systematised but which I think should be, is 
networks and learning networks. (p.4)  
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While participant EM-C did not raise the issue of control specifically, the participant made 
comments regarding the need to ‘drill down’ the mission, values and strategies of the 
compact to the ‘very atomic level’ (p.5). The participant had stapled the relevant section of 
the compact to the draft plan templates of various Schools for them to discuss and complete. 
As the participant said: ‘I think the commitments we’ve made in the compact must be drilled 
down to the very grass roots’ (p.5).  
 
Participant AMC-A expressed concern about the compact as a lever of control both by the 
government and the university. The participant stated that the compact development process 
would result in an instrumentalist rush to ‘follow the money’. The participant also commented 
on the lack of diversity of input, combined with the small number of people contributing to the 
compact’s development, would create a very limited perspective in the compact.  
 
As noted above, participant AMC-B stated that the compacts were about controlling 
universities from the government’s perspective. He said that the government may have quite 
appropriate social policy objectives but they were, in his view, removed from the compacts 
themselves. The participant noted that federal governments of both political sides had 
sought greater regulation over universities for some time. The participant spoke quite 
eloquently about the instrumentalism of modern management practices and how they were, 
by definition, in opposition to organisational learning in organisations. The participant was 
pessimistic about the compacts initiative and viewed it as a form of organisational control 
both from the government in terms of direction-setting and within the organisation in terms of 
management being inherently opposed to organisational learning.  
 
Further discussion regarding the issue of control is provided later in the chapter with the 
presentation of the phase 2 results.  
 
Innovation 
 
The concept and practice of innovation emerged during the fieldwork in phase 1 and was 
spoken about in different ways and in different contexts by most of the participants. The 
three variations in the discussion of innovation were the following:  
 
1. The federal government’s attempt to bolster innovation through the compact initiative 
2. The university’s innovation activities to meet the criteria of the compact 
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3. Innovation within the university unrelated to the compact.  
 
While discussion of these types of innovation was raised by the participants in phase 1, the 
issue of innovation was not a specific research question. The codings of the participants’ 
responses as shown in Figure 12 are therefore analytical ‘abductions’ (Birks and Mills, 2011) 
in accordance with grounded theory methodology. In other words, the comments the 
participants made, which were in response to a question about organisational learning and 
the compact, were analysed and characterised as reflective of the innovation consequences 
of effective organisational learning. In a layperson’s terms, the codings in Figure 12 were 
derived from the participants’ comments but have risen above them to reflect the phase 1 
meanings of innovation.  
 
The use of abduction to analyse the participants’ phase 1 meanings of innovation was at a 
slightly greater degree than the codings of organisational control, presented above. There 
has been slightly more ‘abduction’ of the participants’ comments regarding the relationship 
between organisational learning and innovation than there needed to be with the issue of 
control. The reason for this was that the control issues raised by the participants in phase 1 
were more explicit, while the comments about innovation were usually as extensions of 
discussion regarding organisational learning.  
 
However, and as noted in the introduction to this sub-section, the analytical codings are 
firmly ‘grounded in the data’ (Birks and Mills, 2011) The issue of innovation is discussed 
more comprehensively in the phase 2 results later in this chapter, and in relation to the 
models developed in the research, in Chapter 5.  
 
Figure 12 shows the participants’ responses to the second type of innovation: the nature and 
extent of the university’s innovation activities to meet its compact. The rationale for focussing 
on the university’s innovation requirements of the compact in phase 1 was that the university 
was the focus of the research. The other two types of innovation are noted below. 
 
Six of the seven participants expressed a view on the innovation required for the university 
to complete its compact. The range of views was surprisingly well spread. Figure 12 
summarises the responses on the continuum.  
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Participant 
 
    AMC-B       GM-B        EM-B, EM-C                 GM-A                              AMC-A 
   
   
 
Compact Concern   org improvement           innovation implied        compact presents 
method of  compact              thru measurement         by examples given         transformational opportunity 
control over contra to org          & reporting 
university learning     
 
Nature/degree 
of innovation LOW       MEDIUM    HIGH 
 
 
Figure 12  Innovation in relation to the university’s compact 
 
(Participant EM-A did not express comments specifically in relation to this view of innovation). 
 
 
Of the five codes of responses outlined in Figure 12, participant quotes and examples have 
previously been provided for all except that of participant GM-A, who provided examples of 
innovation without using the term. The following quote serves to illustrate the participant’s 
comments regarding innovation in relation to the university’s compact.  
 
Participant GM-A  
(general staff manager) You would imagine that within that (the compact)  there would 
be opportunities for that to then be translated to reviewing 
where the organisation needs to improve its learning or up-skill 
its staff...and then have a plan for how that all happens and 
how that can be supported. … It’s no different from having a 
strategic plan… that by the year 2014 the University is going to 
be teaching Law, for argument’s sake, then between now and 
2014 there’s a lot of work to do at an organisational level as 
well as an individual level to make sure that we’ve got people 
equipped and able to respond to and manage that shift in 
teaching focus. (p.5)  
 
The following comments briefly address the other two types of innovation identified in phase 
1. For the first type of innovation, the government’s intention to bolster innovation with the 
compact, the results for phase 1 were relatively minor, with only one participant addressing 
the issue in a significant enough way to warrant a specific analytical code (participant AMC-
A, discussed in the phase 2 results).  
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The lack of a more significant finding for this type of innovation in phase 1 was considered to 
be due to several participants’ unfamiliarity with the compact and its unavailability at the 
time. Two of the seven participants were completely unfamiliar the contents of the 
university’s compact (participants GM-B1 and AMC-A) while a third (participant AMC-B) had 
only had been ‘a part of a briefing’ (participant AMC-B, p. 7) regarding the university’s 
compact.  
 
Addressing the third type of innovation, innovation in the university independent of the 
compact, there was a range of views from implied innovation from measurement and 
reporting through to organisational learning in groups outside of formal programs and 
processes. Further research of this type of innovation was beyond the scope of the study 
because it was not related to the compact.  
 
Further discussion of the issue of innovation is provided with the presentation of the phase 2 
results later in the chapter.  
 
4.2.6 Summary of results of phase 1 
 
Figure 13 outlines the main issues identified in phase 1 of the research. In summary, phase 
1 researched “the what” of compacts and organisational learning at the university while 
phase 2 researched “the why”.  
 
The continuum represented in Figure 13 is based on the relationship between organisational 
learning and innovation as canvassed in chapter 2. The reader will recall the use of Weick’s 
(1985; 1995b) schema of the interaction between the ‘intersubjective’ level of innovation and 
the ‘generic subjective’ level of control. Model 1, Institutional Organisational Learning, was 
introduced in chapters 1 and 2 as a way to explain the relationship between control and 
innovation that had the potential to lead to the transformational opportunities canvassed by 
participant AMC-A in phase 1, and other participants in phase 2 of the research.    
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       OL  artefactural    systems and people   human learning in groups   
CONTROL                INNOVATION 
              Compact  Gov’t interference            strategic articulation   transformational 
 
               Participant involvement                  low, medium, high    
 
     Stakeholder engagement             in compact        developed at the top    
      
   
         
   
 
           The university’s compact     
   
 
 
Figure 13 Representation of key results of phase 1 
 
Key OL: organisational learning 
 
 
Figure 13 is a representation of the key results from phase 1 of the research. The three main 
codes of organisational learning were ‘artefactural’, ‘systems and people’ and ‘human 
learning in groups’. The three main codes in relation to the compact were ‘government 
interference’, ‘strategic articulation’ and ‘transformational’. The participants’ levels of 
participation in the development compact varied from low to high. The level of stakeholder 
engagement was minimal with all participants acknowledging that the compact was 
developed by executive management.    
 
The results in Figure 13 are presented in a tension between control and innovation. The 
reason for this is to acknowledge the dynamic relationship between the various factors which 
arose in the research. The tension between the three different types of organisational 
learning, the participants’ views of the nature of the compact, their level of involvement in its 
development, and the expressed views on the need for stakeholder engagement can all be 
conceptualised as in a dynamic tension with the forces of control and innovation. The nature 
of the tension, and its various components, is discussed in chapter 5.  
 
The following section presents the results of phase 2 of the research.  
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4.3 Phase 2 results: five universities’ compacts 
 
Phase 2 of the research consisted of the analysis of five universities’ compacts, which were 
published in May, 2012, and ten interviews conducted with a mix of new and returning 
participants from April through to November, 2012. The impact of the new participants was 
to deepen and broaden the results as all the new participants were familiar with the 
compacts and expressed clear opinions about organisational learning. The interviews for 
phase 2 extended beyond the staff of the university to two participants who were tangentially 
related to the university and one external participant. The rate and depth of email exchanges 
and analysis of published documents in phase 2 increased with the publication of the 
compacts.   
 
The presentation of the results for phase 2 begins with the mission component of the five 
universities’ compacts. The results proceed to a discussion of the compacts as a whole to 
place the mission results in context. The other components of the compacts which were 
tangentially relevant to the research are shown in Appendix 2, Table 20. The presentation of 
the results for the phase 2 interviews follows the results for the compacts.  
 
4.3.1 Results for the mission component of the published compacts 
 
The research was primarily focussed on the mission component of the compact because it 
was the most directly relevant to organisational learning, the link having been established in 
Chapter 2. Table 15 provides a simplified version of the relevant components of the 
compact.  Other components of the compact which were related to organisational learning 
were teaching and learning (Part Two of the compact) and research and innovation (Part 
Three of the compact). The entire compact document included several administrative 
components and various funding agreements which were not relevant to the research. The 
other components are noted below Table 15.  
   
Table 15 Simplified compact template 
 
Part Section 
 
Part One 
Establishment of compact 
and the university’s mission.  
  2      The university’s mission statement, including the 
                university’s purpose, current circumstances,   
                context and relevant priorities 
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Part Two  
Teaching and Learning 
(administered by DEEWR) 
3.1 Quality initiatives and measures 
3.2 Equity initiatives and measures 
3.3 Infrastructure initiatives 
3.4 Student enrolments  
3.5 Other teaching and learning priorities 
4.0       Performance funding  
 
Part Three 
Research, research training 
and innovation  
(administered by DIISR)  
7.1 Research performance and research 
capability.  
7.2 Research training 
7.3 Innovation 
 
 
Source: DIISRTE (2012b)  
 
The administrative and funding components included in the compact documents, but not 
directly related to the research, were:  
   
- Section 1. Administrative notes regarding the establishment of the compact 
- Section 5: Administrative notes regarding the Commonwealth Grants Scheme 
- Section 6: Administrative notes regarding other funding provided by DEEWR 
- Section 8: Administrative notes regarding funding provided for research and research 
training by DIISR 
- Part Four, Section 9: Administrative notes regarding the compact review process 
- Part Five, Section 10: Administrative notes regarding General Provisions of the 
compact 
- Attachment A: Table titled ‘Indicative list of Commonwealth funding provided to the 
university by DEEWR and relevant to the compact’. Examples of funding included in 
the table: CGS, HEPP, Disability Support Program and others.  
- Attachment B: Table titled ‘List of Commonwealth funding provided by DIISR and 
relevant to the compact’. Examples of funding included in the table: Research Block 
Funding Grant, Collaborative Research Network Funding and others 
- Attachment C: Administrative space available for university confidential information. 
The available space for all five universities stated “not applicable” 
- Attachment D: Administrative notes for the HESA Funding Agreement for the 
provision of Performance Funding 
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- Attachment E: Administrative notes and funding tables titled the “Funding 
Agreement”. The attachment consisted of the HESA funding agreement between the 
Commonwealth and the university for the provision of Commonwealth Grants 
Scheme Funding. This attachment constituted the legal agreement between the 
university and the Commonwealth (Participant EM-A).   
 
Source: DIISRTE (2012b)  
 
The researcher’s view is that the level of complexity of the compact made it beyond the 
understanding of the layperson. The level of technical detail, the interaction among 
components within the compact and the alterations made consequent to policy changes 
were high. The following three examples illustrate these features.  
 
In relation to interaction among the parts within the compact, the difference between 
“Performance Funding” in section 4.0 and the regular government funding of teaching and 
learning in section 3.4, Student Enrolments, which was detailed in the “HESA Funding 
Agreement” in Attachment E, was complicated and not immediately apparent.  
 
In relation to the technical detail, the different structuring of Part Two, administered by 
DEEWR, and Part Three, administered by DIISR, reduced the consistency of the compact 
document and made it more difficult to understand. In relation to alterations made due to 
policy change, the elimination of Performance Funding (section 4.0) for Student Experience 
(category 2) and Quality of Learning Outcomes (category 3), which were dropped in late 
2011 (see Chart 2), added to the complexity of the document. One can doubt whether the 
level of technical detail and complexity of the compact documents were the intention of the 
original proposal (Chapter 2).  
 
The integration of DIISR and DEEWR into DIISRTE in late 2011 (see Chart 2) offers the 
possibility that the second round of compacts, theoretically covering the years 2014-2016, 
may be made more streamlined.   
 
Compact results on ‘mission’  
 
Table 16 provides the results of the five universities’ compacts regarding mission (Part One, 
section 2 of each compact).  
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The mission component of the compact was selected as the most relevant to the research 
question regarding staff engagement and organisational learning. While innovation was a 
specific feature of the compacts (Part Three, section 7.3), the innovations expressed were all 
in terms of the universities’ current operations and government mandated metrics. While 
worthwhile, the goals and metrics set out in section 7.3 were not as directly related to the 
research questions as the mission component.  
 
Each university presented considerable material in the mission discussion which went 
beyond a more limited discussion of mission itself. For example, each of the five university 
compacts discussed the university’s operating circumstances and pressures and some detail 
of strategic plans along with mission. The universities’ responses to the mission section 
therefore conflated various issues making a clear comparison between universities regarding 
mission difficult. As discussed in Chapter 2, the conflation of operational pressures and 
strategic plans in the presentation of organisational mission statements appears to be the 
norm in the practitioner literature. A condensed summary of the five universities’ compacts, 
which places the universities in columns for comparison, is contained in Appendix 2, Table 
20.  
 
Table 16 Compact results regarding mission 
 
University 
compact 
Length of 
mission 
discussion 
 
Compact mission discussion  
(Part One, Section 2 of each compact).  
University of 
Ballarat  
 
(UB) 
(DIISRTE, 
2012b). 
 
4 pages 
(pp.7-11) 
Key mission discussion in reference to the UB Charter, which 
had four goals: provision of quality tertiary education which 
inspires students to succeed; to serve its regions and 
communities; to achieve growth through partnerships; and to 
be international in outlook and impact (p.8).  
 
Other notes: a dual-sector university; ‘thin’ markets in primary 
catchment area (regional and rural Victoria), with above-
average low SES enrolments; recent organisational 
restructure, ‘UB Blueprint’ of 2010-11 which reorganised 
twelve former Schools into seven with two HE, three TAFE 
and two dual-sector (p.9); a focus on four research areas.  
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The 
University of 
Melbourne  
 
(UoM) 
(DIISRTE, 2012c) 
 
8 pages 
(pp.8-15) 
‘Growing Esteem’ agenda: world-class in staff, students, 
research, scholarship, academic standards and graduates 
(p.8). Melbourne’s ‘strategic vision (is) to become a more 
graduate focused and internationally competitive research 
university’ (p.12).   
 
‘Melbourne Model’ launched in 2008 with six “new generation” 
UG degrees with professional degrees moving to PG. Predicts 
shift of CSP load from UG to PG over time and requests gov’t. 
approval for low SES target to be at PG rather than UG.  
  
Swinburne 
University of 
Technology  
 
(SUT) 
(DIISRTE, 2012d) 
 
9 ½ pages 
(pp.8-17) 
Mission discussion states that SUT aims to provide 
‘transformational’ teaching and research; ‘transformational’ not 
defined. 
SUT’s ‘transformational’ activities extend to society as a 
whole, not just teaching and research: ‘Swinburne intends to 
play a major role in the transformation of society through 
research conducted by its staff and postgraduate students’ 
(p.13).  
 
While many issues were canvassed in the mission section 
(see  Appendices 2 and 3), a feature raised in the SUT 
compact relevant to the research was organisational culture 
(pp.14-15). It was the only compact of the five which 
addressed culture at the organisational level (UoM and ANU 
discussed research culture). The section on ‘university culture’ 
addressed: the encouragement of excellence; the various 
functional activities of the university such as human resources 
and finance; the number of academic staff who were PhD 
qualified; appropriate performance and development 
processes; and health and safety.  
 
SUT was the second of the two dual-sector universities 
studied (UB was the other dual-sector university).  
  
CQUniversity  8 pages  Aspires to be one of Australia’s great universities (p.8) (‘great’ 
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(CQU) 
(DIISRTE, 
2012e). 
 
(pp.7-15) not defined) and to be ‘Australia’s most engaged, supportive 
and responsive university (p.7). Notes focus on under-
represented groups and focus on community health teaching 
and research; and research for the natural resources sector.  
 
Highlighted “power of place” (p.8) denoting strong regional 
engagement with both people and the natural resources 
sector. Notes previous extensive organisational restructure 
and a ‘Renewal Plan’ (p.8) with multi-year actions. Raises 
possibility of becoming Queensland’s first dual-sector 
university (p.10).  
 
The 
Australian 
National 
University  
 
(ANU) 
(DIISRTE, 2012f).  
 
3 pages 
(pp.7-10) 
ANU’s stated mission was ‘to deliver internationally 
benchmarked, high quality research and education for the 
benefit of Australia and for nations with which we have 
interests in common’ (p.9).  
 
ANU’s compact stated that it was a ‘strategic endowment for 
our nation’ (p.7) where academic effort was concentrated, 
research drove teaching and where ‘discovery pervades 
everything we do’ (p.7); and the fulfilment of national and 
international responsibilities.  
 
Many issues raised, including ANU’s contribution to public 
policy (the university is located in Canberra, ACT, Australia’s 
capital and the location of the federal government).  
 
 
Chapter 5 presents the analysis of the universities’ compacts regarding mission. The 
following section presents a contextualisation of the compacts before proceeding with the 
phase 2 interview results.     
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4.3.2 Comments regarding the compacts as a whole 
 
The following discussion points are provided to acknowledge the many issues relevant to the 
compacts as a whole and to separate them from the results which were directly relevant to 
the research.   
 
1. Complexity and variety of the compact documents  
 
The first comment is that the compacts demonstrate the complexity and variety of the 
activities in which Australia’s universities are involved and on which they must comply and 
report. In the University of Ballarat’s case, the compliance and reporting involves two levels 
of government: the federal government in relation to higher education and the state 
government in relation to TAFE and the secondary education operations of UBTec. The 
variety of activities and level of complexity makes the creation of a compact which could be 
meaningfully understood by the layperson a challenge.  
 
The researcher’s view, refined over time and informed by feedback, is that if there is to be 
such a document, then it should reflect the intention of the original compact proposal which 
was for it to be a “big picture” discussion of the agreement between the commonwealth and 
each university regarding mission. It is hard to argue that the compacts as they were 
implemented embodied the government’s stated purpose of reducing oversight and micro-
management.  
 
2. Differences between the universities 
 
The second point to note from the compacts is the disparity between the universities. To 
take one comparison: that between the University of Ballarat (UB) and the University of 
Melbourne (UoM). Table 20 (Appendix 2) shows that UoM had $166.2M in category 1 
research income while UB had $700,000. The table also shows that UoM had 7,316 staff for 
36,600 students, making a staff-student ratio of 1:5. By contrast, UB’s 12,600 HE students 
had approximately 700 HE and general staff, making a staff-student ratio of 1:18. While 
many of UoM’s staff are research-only, UoM clearly has a far greater depth of staff 
resources to accommodate government initiatives such as the compacts.  
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The second comparison to note at this point was HDR load: UoM’s HDR load was 3,214 and 
UB’s was 130. Clearly UB and UoM operate on a different scale, not just in terms of mission 
and ‘catchment’ area but in terms of financial and staff resources.   
 
While CQU’s profile is somewhat different to UB’s, in essence its research capability, staff-
student ratio, HDR load and regionalism are similar. These two universities are members of 
the recently formed Regional Universities Network (Battersby, 2011c).   
 
ANU’s profile is the most similar to UoM’s, leading to the characterisation of these two 
universities as ‘medallion’ universities (Zemsky, Wegner and Massy, 2005). The comparable 
Australian term is “research-intensive university”. SUT sits somewhat in the middle between 
the two medallion universities and the two regionals on the key issues of context, research 
capacity, staff-student ratio, HDR load and financial and staff resources.  
 
The five compacts reflect quite different universities with different contexts, capabilities, 
missions, goals, strategies and resources.  
 
Given the differences between the universities, even in a sample of only five, one wonders 
how the compact documents as published could have reflected the issues in a way which 
was comprehensible to the layperson. The researcher’s view is that the original compact 
concept of a broader, over-arching document regarding mission could have been more 
effective. Such a document and process would need to have rested on a degree of trust 
between the government and the universities that, as argued in Chapter 2, was perhaps not 
evident. Further discussion of this issue is provided in Chapter 5.  
 
3. Limited acknowledgement of university staff and organisational culture  
 
The third point to note is the limited range of the commonwealth’s goals and measures in the 
compact. For example, although the compact template stated that the university’s mission 
should indicate how it served ‘the interests of its students, staff and stakeholders’ (DIISRTE, 
2012b, p.7), this is the only mention of staff in the compact template. There is no stated 
expectation or requirement for stakeholder consultation.  
 
The major limitation from the researcher’s perspective, particularly given the nature of the 
research, is the almost complete lack of discussion regarding the university’s staff in the 
compact template and in several of the universities’ compacts. The SUT compact is the only 
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one of the five analysed which discusses its staff in some depth and specifically raises 
organisational culture as an important issue for the university’s success (DIISRTE, 2012d, 
pp.14-15). While the UoM compact discusses the university’s academic staff in relation to its 
culture of excellence and research (DIISRTE, 2012c), it does not explore the staff and 
organisational culture issues beyond the academic group.  
 
The omission of university staff from the compact process, both in terms of the contents of 
the compact and its process of development, is surprising given the relative emphasis on the 
academic profile of Australia’s universities in the Bradley Review (DEEWR, 2008, pp.22-25). 
The lack of integration between the Bradley Review and the compact process is illustrative 
of much of higher education in Australia: the material generated by both the government and 
university sectors is voluminous and frequently not connected (Hughes- Warrington, 2013).  
 
The omission of a deeper discussion of the university’s staff is noteworthy in relation to the 
dependency of research, research training and innovation on the intellectual capital which 
academics as individuals, and in research clusters, bring to knowledge development. For 
example Macklin (2006), Gallagher (2008a) and Go8 (2008b) acknowledge the importance 
of research culture to the point of advocating the withdrawal of research funding to 
universities that cannot demonstrate suitable levels of research output and quality. Macklin 
(2006) states: 
 
…nothing can compensate for the quality of research culture of the institution 
providing research education… It is impossible to have a quality research education 
environment in an institution that is not performing research at high standards. (p.37)  
 
The argument behind the quote is that a successful research culture is created and 
sustained by collaboration between academics. While the five compacts analysed provide 
details regarding research and research development activities only two, SUT and UoM, 
discuss the nature of the staff culture needed to create and sustain successful research and 
innovation. The omission from both the compact template and three of the universities’ 
responses of the changing staff demographics - raised by the contemporaneous Bradley 
Report (DEEWR, 2008) - is significant.   
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4. Three of the five universities had undergone recent and major organisational change 
 
The University of Ballarat and the University of Melbourne had both undergone significant 
organisational change at the time of the development of the compact. UB’s change was in 
relation to the ‘UB Blueprint’ which was an organisational restructure of faculties to 
consolidate the number of Schools from twelve to seven (DIISRTE, 2012b, p.9). UoM’s 
restructure was in relation to the ongoing implementation of the ‘Growing Esteem’ initiative 
and the ‘Melbourne Model’ (DIISRTE, 2012c, pp.8 & 9). CQU had also just emerged from an 
extended period of organisational change with a new ‘Renewal Plan’ with two, five and ten 
year actions (DIISRTE, 2012e, p.8).  
 
The ability of the universities to respond to an initiative like the compacts, along with the 
many other requirements of their environments (see Charts 1 and 2), would have involved 
considerable resources. How the universities operating with more constrained resources, 
such as UB and CQU, managed to respond to the compact requirements in the timeframe is 
remarkable.  
 
5. Time delay between completion and publication of the compacts  
 
The fifth point to note is the time delay between the completion of the compacts and their 
publication. For the five compacts in the study, the average delay between completion and 
publication was 15.2 months. One wonders what the universities could have done with the 
extra time if the publication process required only 2-3 months. The extensive time delay 
suggests that there was the opportunity for deeper organisational learning and engagement 
of the university’s staff in the development of the compact.  
 
The significant time period during which the compacts were held by the respective 
departments and Ministers could be explained by many factors, not least of which was the 
political instability at the time (see Charts 1 and 2). A relevant question is: did the political 
instability and complexity of each university’s compact make the implementation of the 
initiative unwieldy?  
 
The initial observation of the results for the compacts suggests that they were far too 
prescriptive and complicated. The original compact intention of reducing bureaucracy and 
micro-management clearly was not achieved (Trounson and Ross, 2013).  
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6. Universities as ‘autonomous’, but have to meet Commonwealth goals 
 
Perhaps one of the most important initial observations regarding the compacts is that while 
the compact template states the universities are ‘autonomous’ (DIISRTE, 2012b, p.7), clearly 
this is not the case both from the compliance and funding perspectives. As the tables in 
Appendix 2 and 3 illustrate, the complexity, depth and comprehensiveness of university 
reporting belies the idea that universities are autonomous.  
 
UoM’s compact (DIISRTE, 2012c) is an interesting case regarding the issue of university 
autonomy. The compact states that the university receives less than 20% of its annual 
funding from Commonwealth grants leading to the comment that it is a ‘publicly spirited’, 
rather than publicly-funded institution (p.8). While UoM has have more discretion in relation 
to its funding than other universities, particularly the two regional universities, it must still 
comply with the government’s reporting and legislative requirements. The issue of reporting 
and compliance by the research-intensive universities has been a subject of controversy in 
the popular press (Norton, 2011; Hilmer, 2012b; Hughes-Warrington, 2013; Ross and 
Trounson, 2013).   
 
The issue of autonomy is particularly relevant to the analysis of the compact initiative for two 
reasons: one, because the compacts were partly designed to increase autonomy and two, 
because the model was based on the mutual accountability of partners in an alliance.  
 
The analysis of the compacts shows that the government and universities are in a 
purchaser-provider relationship which includes legal and financial sanctions for abrogation of 
the contract. As the phase 2 interviews show, the ‘Funding Agreement’, which was included 
in the compact documents as Attachment E (DIISRTE, 2012b, p.60f) is the legal agreement 
between the universities and the government for the funding period covered by the compact. 
The interesting issue of autonomy in relation to the compacts is discussed in Chapter 5.  
 
7. Innovation 
 
While the universities were able to discuss activities which lead to innovation, or what might 
be called “innovation capacity building” as a summary of point 7.3.1, ‘Commonwealth 
Objectives for Innovation’ (DIISRTE, 2012b, p.39), the measures in the compact template 
were performance indicators of revenue. Key ‘measures’ of innovation were category 3 
research income and the number and value of consultancies (DIISRTE, 2012b, pp. 42-43).  
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There is widespread recognition of the difficulty of ‘measuring’ the indicators and value of 
research, particularly through the previous RQF and now ERA processes (Carr, 2009; 
Gallagher, 2008b, 2012). The measurement of revenue in relation to innovation in the 
compacts could be construed as a reductionist approach to the essentially emergent nature 
of innovation (see Chapter 2 and Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). The measurement of 
innovation by revenue poses some difficult issues for the development of an organisational 
culture which values and practices innovation. Further discussion of the approach to 
innovation in the compacts is provided in Chapter 5.  
 
8. Institutional versus individual goals 
 
The contrast between the institutional goals of teaching and learning and the individual goals 
of research and innovation in the compact are noteworthy. The argument of the thesis is that 
the DEEWR teaching and learning framework in the compact is institutional – there is not 
much the individual staff member can do about increasing a particular university’s low SES 
enrolment, for example. The Funding Agreement, Attachment E of the compact (DIISRTE, 
2012b, p. 60f) is clearly an institutional-level document. By contrast, the DIISR section of the 
compact regarding research and innovation relies far more on the performance and output of 
individual academics and successful research clusters.  
 
The contention is supported by the universities’ different employment practices and support 
structures for academics in relation to teaching and research. For example, Stagnitti (2012), 
when reporting on the 2012 ERA outcomes at the University of Ballarat, outlines three 
programs of support for academics: early career researchers, mid-career academics and 
future research leaders (p.1). All five of the university compacts analysed include similar 
kinds of support for research and research training. While there are development activities 
noted for teaching and learning, such as increasing the number of academics with the 
Graduate Certificate in Tertiary Teaching (DIIRSTE, 2012b, p.13), there are significant 
underlying differences between staff resourcing and development for teaching and research.  
 
Perhaps the most significant difference between staff resourcing for teaching and research, 
which was unfortunately not addressed in either the compact template or the five 
universities’ compacts, is the sector’s employment practices. For example, the large number 
and high percentage of sessional and contract academics employed in teaching (Bexley, 
2013) compared to the higher rate of continuing positions for research staff, is illustrative of 
the divide between teaching and research.  
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It is no secret that in Australia the majority of teaching, particularly undergraduate teaching, 
is done by sessional academics (Ryan et al., 2011). The claim that sessional academics 
have the access to the university’s resources and infrastructure that continuing academics 
have is not frequently made. As Ryan et al. (2011) state:  
 
…the risk of (sessional academics) derives not from the sessionals themselves nor 
their teaching, but from inadequate institutional support for and management of 
sessional academics. (p.275) 
 
The issue can be clarified with the following question: what if universities outsourced their 
research activities to sessional academics like they have done with teaching? One suspects 
the proposal would not see the light of day. There is an implicit recognition in universities 
that research requires continuity of employment, infrastructure and support to be successful. 
Stagnitti (2012) is one of many examples which illustrate the point.  
  
The divide between employment practices and staff resourcing for teaching and research in 
Australian universities is one of the deeper issues in the sector (Marginson, 2013). 
Unfortunately, along with staff involvement in the development of a fresh university mission, 
the compacts were a missed opportunity to address these deeper issues.  
 
The outsourcing of teaching to sessional academics and the relative incubation of research 
with contract and continuing academic staff are topics beyond the scope of the research. 
The issues have been included to note the differences between the institutional nature of 
teaching in Part Two of the compact and the academic-dependent nature of research in Part 
Three of the compact (DIISRTE, 2012b). The contrast illustrates the differences in the 
approach and structure between the DEEWR and DIISR sections of the compact.  
 
 
9. Community outreach  
 
The change in emphasis of community outreach in the compacts as implemented (DIISRTE, 
2012b) from the original proposal (Macklin, 2006) was raised in Chapter 2 (see Table 5). In 
Macklin (2006) community outreach constitutes the fourth major component of the compact 
(p.9) while in the published compacts they no longer constitute a specific section. The 
change in emphasis of community outreach is significant given the role it was to play in the 
original conception of the compacts.  
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In brief, Macklin (2006) argues that community outreach includes a number of activities such 
as programs to address economic, social, health or environmental issues (p.77). Other 
community outreach activities listed are programs to support educational achievement in 
schools, internships and in-service placements in community institutions, collaboration with 
TAFEs, access to equipment and training, contributions to public policy formulation and use 
of physical infrastructure such as cultural and sporting facilities and events (pp.77-78). While 
the ways in which the five compacts address these criteria vary, all five address community 
outreach quite extensively.  
 
Community outreach figures prominently in the two regional universities’ compacts. For 
example, in UB’s compact (DIISRTE, 2012b), community outreach figures in the university’s 
Charter (p.8) and the identification of its optional, second under-represented student group 
of regional and remote students (p.17). (The first under-represented group required of all 
universities was to increase the participation of low SES students: Performance Indicator 1A, 
DIISRTE, 2012b, p.28). UB’s compact discusses a range of community outreach strategies 
for its technology park and three research centres for both regional engagement and 
communications technology (pp.40-41).  
 
CQUniversity’s compact (DIISRTE, 2012e) illustrates an extensive commitment to 
community outreach with a large number of initiatives and programs detailed throughout the 
compact in relation to teaching, research and innovation. As the compact states 
‘CQUniversity aspires to be Australia’s most engaged university’ (p.10). (‘Engagement’ in the 
university literature usually refers to the range of number of partnerships, both with other 
local institutions and overseas organisations. It can also refer to the number of students, 
particularly in its demographic catchment area, that it attracts).    
 
SUT’s compact (DIISRTE, 2012d) states that Swinburne, as a dual-sector institution, is 
ideally placed to provide engagement which would lead to … ‘transforming society through 
partnerships with community and not-for-profit organisations’ (p.15). The compact describes 
a range of initiatives such as the Guaranteed Entry Scheme for TAFE students articulating in 
higher education; Swinburne Direct, an e-learning strategy for working people; and the 
‘South-East Strategy’ targeted on the lower HE participation areas of southeast Melbourne 
(pp. 10-11).   
 
Community engagement figures prominently in the compacts of the two research-intensive, 
medallion universities, UoM and ANU. For example, in UoM’s compact (DIISRTE, 2012c) 
198 
 
 
community outreach is discussed in relation to the university’s medical research hub, the 
Parkville Precinct (p.38). ANU’s compact (DIISRTE, 2012f) discusses regional and local 
engagement (pp.14-15), the National Alliances network of collaborating universities (p.18) 
and its strategic agreement with the Commonwealth for the establishment of the Australian 
National Institute of Public Policy in Canberra (p.9).  
 
While the compact template did not require universities to address community outreach, the 
five university compacts analysed for the research canvass the issue extensively.  
 
10. Diversity among universities  
 
The final contextualising comment is that the compacts illustrate a degree of diversity among 
Australian universities. With the sample of five university compacts, two are clearly more 
research intensive (UoM and ANU), two are more regionally focussed and oriented towards 
low SES students and partner models (UB and CQU) and one is clearly more technology 
focussed (SUT).  
 
While Macklin (2006), Go8 (2008b) and Gallagher (2008a) advocate compacts as a way to 
increase the diversity in the sector, it could be argued that significant diversity already exists. 
Perhaps what is really being argued in these publications is the wish for release from 
uniform funding regimes and regulatory requirements to create Hughes-Warrington’s (2013) 
‘earned autonomy’. Funding and regulation are among the most significant issues in the 
university landscape in Australia (Marginson, 2013) and they were not resolved through the 
compact process (see Chapter 5). The following discussion clarifies the nature and extent of 
diversity among the five universities as expressed in their respective compacts.  
 
The compacts for the two regional universities, UB and CQU, show a clear focus on teaching 
with a relatively high percentage of regional and less advantaged students. For example, 
both these universities were already in excess of the government’s objectives on low SES 
students prior to the new goals being announced. Both universities had a range of programs 
to extend their community outreach in their local regions. Both universities pursued 
educational teaching partners on a franchise-like extension of their student intake base with 
UB having a range of partners around Australia (DIISRTE, 2012b, p.21) and CQU expanding 
its Australian International Campuses network with its ‘power of place’ initiative (DIISRTE, 
2012e, p.14). On the other hand, their research output was modest in comparison to the 
other three universities.  
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By contrast, the compacts for UoM and ANU showed that they were heavily focussed on 
research and were quite limited in the range and nature of teaching that they offered. For 
example, the ‘Melbourne Model’ at UoM is explicitly designed to reduce the number of 
undergraduate students (DIISRTE, 2012c, p.13) and increase its post-graduate intake 
(p.12). ANU’s teaching is also focussed on the post-graduate level and has a relatively 
modest intake at the undergraduate level (DIISRTE, 2012f, p.8). The community outreach for 
these two universities included more specialised medical and governmental relationships 
than the kind of community outreach of the two regional universities.  
 
SUT’s position, as noted previously, is somewhat between the two groups of universities in 
regard to the volume and scope of its teaching and research. SUT’s differentiation begins 
with its concentration in Engineering and IT courses leading to the claim that is a ‘true 
university of technology’ (DIISRTE, 2012d, p.8).  
 
Swinburne was the second dual-sector university studied (DIISRTE, 2012d, p.8) along with 
UB. Swinburne’s contribution to the diversity in the sector was reflected in the compact by 
the deliberate focus on the articulation of TAFE students into HE study with its ‘Guaranteed 
Entry Scheme’ (p.10). The scheme provides accepted diploma students with a guaranteed 
place in a HE course upon successful completion of the diploma (p.11).  
 
Other ways in which SUT contributed to the diversity in the sector was the focus in the 
compact on its teaching and learning practices and integration of work-based learning. The 
Swinburne compact (DIISRTE, 2012d) provides many examples of avant-garde programs to 
improve the quality of teaching and learning including its ‘Professional Learning Model’ for 
HE (p.12), ‘Vocational Learning Model’ for VET (p.12) and ‘Personal Best’ programs (p.23). 
Work-integrated learning figures with SUT’s ‘Swinburne Direct’ program and other initiatives 
(p.11).  
 
SUT’s compact made clear that it sought a ‘transformational’ role for both its teaching and 
research and its contribution to society (DIISRTE, 2012d, pp.8-20). Of the five university 
compacts analysed, SUT’s provided the most detailed information regarding the systematic 
understanding and improvement of teaching and learning.   
 
In conclusion, the compacts analysed for the research displayed considerable diversity 
among the universities’ activities. As noted earlier, while not all commentators may be 
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content with the nature and range of funding for different universities (see also PM with Mark 
Colvin, 2012), the analysis suggests that previous government policy has engendered 
diversity among Australia’s universities.  
 
The discussion turns to the presentation of the results of the phase 2 interviews.  
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4.4 Phase 2 results: ten interviews  
 
The phase 2 interviews consisted of confidential, audio-taped interviews with ten participants 
between April and November, 2012. The duration of the interviews was, on average, 
approximately 50 minutes each. The interviews were later transcribed by a transcription 
service and the analysis was undertaken using the modified form of grounded theory 
discussed in Chapter 3.  
 
Of the ten participants, four were ‘returning’ participants who had participated in phase 1. 
The returning participants were EM-A, EM-B, EM-C and GM-B. These four participants were 
very familiar with the university’s compact and had contributed to and/or coordinated its 
development.  
 
The three participants who did not continue from phase 1 were participants GM-A, AMC-A 
and AMC-B. These participants were offered the opportunity of providing written comments 
to the research in phase 2. None took the opportunity to do so, although participant GM-A 
responded in writing at the close of phase 3 regarding the research as a whole.  
 
The reason for not extending the phase 2 interviews to the non-returning participants was 
solely related to their acknowledged unfamiliarity with the university’s compact. As 
theoretical sampling in grounded theory is conducted according to the most fruitful avenues 
of research (see Chapter 3), the pursuit of participants unfamiliar with the university’s 
compact was considered unnecessary in phase 2.  
 
The six new participants in phase 2 (see Table 17) were two academic 
managers/coordinators, participants AMC-C and AMC-D; one executive manager, the 
governance participant GV, the previous DEEWR/DIISR participant DE and the external 
participant EX. The selection of these participants for phase 2 occurred through the 
‘snowball’ technique (Glesne and Peshkin, 1992). All six participants were informed about 
the compacts and had comments and insights relevant to the research.  
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Table 17 Phase 2 participant research codes     
 
 
Cohort research 
code 
Employment group Number of participants  
 
EM Executive management 4    (one new in phase 2) 
 
GM General staff, management level 1    (returning) 
 
AMC Academic management and 
coordination 
2    (both new in phase 2) 
 
 
GV Governance 
 
1   (new in phase 2) 
DE Department 1   (new in phase 2) 
 
EX External 1   (new in phase 2) 
 
 
As with phase 1, each participant was assigned a particular letter in their cohort, such as 
participant EM-D. Where necessary, the use of the number ‘2’ has been used for the four 
returning participants to distinguish their phase 2 interviews. For example, the comments for 
participant EM-A in phase 2 were coded as ‘EM-A2’ to distinguish his/her interview from 
phase 1. Only the returning participants had this number coding as the other participants in 
phase 2 were new to the research. Therefore, only the four returning participants had two 
interviews each in the fieldwork.  
 
The total number of interviews for phases 1 and 2 was 17 (seven in phase 1, ten in phase 2) 
with a total of 13 participants (six new and three not returning in phase 2). The results are 
presented cumulatively for phases 1 and 2 of the research.  
 
The discussion of the phase 2 interview results focuses on the new participants and new 
issues which arose in comparison with phase 1. The discussion does not repeat the 
rationale for the analytical codings presented in the phase 1 results.  
 
4.4.1 Participant interpretations of organisational learning 
 
The phase 2 participants’ views of organisational learning clustered around the three 
analytical codes ascribed in phase 1: ‘artefactural’, ‘systems and people’ and ‘human 
learning in groups’, which is abbreviated to HLiG in the figures below. Figure 14 presents the 
range of responses for all 13 participants on organisational learning. The four returning 
participants were not asked a second time about their interpretation of organisational 
learning.  
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Participant  EM-C               GV    EM-D              EM-A, GM-B                    AMC-B 
   EM-B          DE           GM-A, AMC-A, AMC-D 
                  EX    AMC-C   
    
 
Definition of   
org learning Artefactual          systems & people         HLiG 
 
   
 
Figure 14 Phase 1 and 2 participant interpretations of organisational learning 
 
Key: HLiG = human learning in groups 
Participants new to phase 2 are shown in bold italics.  
 
The first comment regarding the new participants’ interpretations of organisational learning 
was that their responses were congruent with the analytical codes developed in phase 1. 
There were, therefore, no new codes developed regarding interpretations of organisational 
learning and theoretical saturation had been reached regarding this research question.  
 
The new data gained was the new participants’ relative positioning on the continuum shown 
in Figure 14. The new participants showed a similar spread of interpretations of 
organisational learning to the phase 1 participants, although they were slightly more 
clustered toward the ‘systems and people’ coding.  
 
On the left-hand side of Figure 14, participants GV and DE discussed views of organisational 
learning which where largely artefactural but which included elements of consultation with 
management and staff and acknowledgement of the horizontal learning opportunities in 
organisations. Because of these inclusions their relative positioning is to the right of the 
stricter artefactural interpretations but still to the left of the integrated ‘systems and learning’ 
coding of organisational learning. Participant EM-D provided artefactural examples of 
organisational learning but also discussed communities of practice and previous experience 
s/he had in organisations which had an established culture and practice of organisational 
learning. For these reasons, participant EM-D has been placed to the right of the artefactural 
coding but still to the left of ‘systems and people’.   
 
In the middle of Figure 14, participant EX spoke eloquently about the organisational learning 
experiences s/he had at previous organisations and illustrated the fully integrated mode of 
organisational learning typified in the ‘systems and learning’ code. Participant AMC-D 
discussed a development sequencing of organisational learning which included listening, 
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processing, acting and structuring organisational responses which lead toward improvement 
at the organisational level. These steps encapsulate the method of the ‘systems and 
learning’ code of organisational learning.  
 
On the right-hand side of Figure 14, participant AMC-C spoke eloquently and at length (the 
interview was conducted over two occasions as time ran out on the first occasion) with 
numerous examples of both human learning in groups and how the learning could be 
harnessed by the organisation. While the discussion by the participant was congruent with 
the code of ‘systems and people’, the depth of the participant’s responses regarding human 
learning in groups warranted their positioning slightly to the right of ‘systems and people’.   
 
Participant AMC-C’s discussion of organisational learning was the most comprehensive of 
the 13 research participants. Given the participant’s academic background and research 
interests in related areas, perhaps this was not surprising. The observation clarified that 
while many of the participants had deep and insightful comments about organisational 
learning, only one had the comprehensive understanding and technical knowledge that 
come from both academic study and practitioner experience. The observation should give 
organisational learning practitioners cause to reflect on how well the concepts they take for 
granted are shared by others in the organisation.   
 
Given that the new participants’ codings of organisational learning were congruent with 
those developed in phase 1, the inclusion of additional participant quotes was not 
considered necessary.    
 
 
4.4.2 Participant interpretations of the mission-based compact 
 
The issues raised by the new participants were congruent with the codings developed in 
phase 1 regarding the meaning of the compact. Theoretical saturation had therefore been 
reached with the coding of interpretations of the mission-based compact. Figure 15 shows 
the range of interpretations of the compact.  
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Participant                EM-A, EM-B, EM-C                             AMC-A               
         AMC-B        GM-A, GM-B  DE                                AMC-C 
         GV   EM-D  AMC-D   EX 
 
Interpretation of   
mission-based     Gov’t policy            admin                      transformational  
compact      interference         procedure                  opportunity for 
               with limited strategic       innovation 
             articulation 
 
 
Figure 15 Phase 1 and 2 participant interpretations of the mission-based 
compact  
 
Participants new to phase 2 are shown in bold italics.  
 
On the right-hand side of Figure 15, two of the six new participants viewed the compact as a 
transformational opportunity, participants AMC-C and EX. The other four new participants 
viewed the compact in variations of a procedural government instrument which included the 
possibility of limited strategic articulation.  
 
Given that the new participants’ interpretations of the compact were congruent with the 
phase 1 analytical codes, the inclusion of additional participant quotes was not considered 
necessary.    
 
 
4.4.3 Participant involvement in the development of the compact 
 
Figure 16 shows the participants’ involvement in the development of the compact.  
 
 
 
Participant         GM-A, AMC-B    GV     GM-B           EM-C, EM-B EM-A 
              AMC-C    AMC-A     EM-D 
                            AMC-D 
 
  
 
Level of  
involvement          None                Low  Medium       High/very high 
 
 
 
Figure 16 Phase 1 and 2 participant involvement in the development of the 
compact 
 
Participants new to phase 2 are shown in bold italics. 
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Note: Two new participants, DE and EX, are not included in Figure 16. Participant DE was associated 
with the university and participant EX was external to it. Neither could reasonably be expected to have 
contributed to the development of its compact even in a highly developed organisational learning 
institution.  
 
On the mid, upper left-hand side of Figure 16, participant GV is shown as having a low level 
of involvement in the development of the compact. This participant was in a governance role 
and expressed the strong opinion that governing bodies should not interfere with 
management’s running of an organisation. The following quote illustrates the participant’s 
view:   
I think my primary role is… making sure the governing body exercises its appropriate 
responsibilities. That is: keep out of management.  (Participant GV, p.1)   
 
Participant GV’s involvement in the development of the compact included reviewing relevant 
documents at governance meetings and providing high-level, strategic comparisons between 
universities for the university’s governing body (participant GV, pp.1-3). For these reasons, 
participant GV’s involvement was rated as low in Figure 16.  
 
Participants AMC-C and AMC-D sit with the other academic manager/coordinators on the 
left-hand side of Figure 16 which shows they had no involvement in the development of the 
compact.  
 
On the top right-hand side of Figure 16, the new executive participant EM-D clustered with 
the other executives who were highly involved in the development of the compact. The 
following results confirm the phase 1 findings as to why this was the case.  
 
 
4.4.4 Perception of consultation in the development of the compact 
 
Of the thirteen participants in phases 1 and 2, eleven responded specifically to the question 
regarding perceptions of consultation in the development of the university’s compact. The 
other two participants, EX and DE, responded in relation to what they knew of the compact 
initiative and strategic planning in general. Of the thirteen participants, these two were the 
least familiar with the specifics of the university and were either external or tangential to it.   
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Figure 17 outlines the participants’ perceptions of the level of consultation in the 
development of the compact. It should be noted that the compact process did not specifically 
require stakeholder consultation.  
 
 
 
Participant     GV  DE     * all 7 Ph 1 Ps 
        AMC-C, AMC-D,  
     EM-D, EX  
 
   
 
Extent of          Wide consultation among         some consultation                            developed at the top 
consultation     all stakeholders, external  with middle mgmt and staff                with no middle mgmt. or staff 
and internal   for e.g., at other campuses                           consultation 
 
  
Figure 17 Phase 1 and 2 perceptions of consultation in the development of the 
university’s compact 
 
Participants new to phase 2 are shown in bold italics. 
 
On the right-hand side of Figure 17, a total of eleven participants are shown to have 
perceived the compact as developed by executive management. It should be noted that 
participant EX’s view was formed by the compact process as it was implemented across 
universities in Australia and not specifically in relation to the primary research site university.   
 
Participant DE was also not familiar with the specifics of the university’s compact 
development process but commented that, in general, strategic planning should include 
stakeholder consultation. The participant stated that this did not mean that everyone got 
what they wanted in the strategic planning process (participant DE, p.10). Participant DE 
stated that the executive must make the decisions about what got approved and progressed 
in strategic planning. For these reasons, participant DE was placed slightly to the left of the 
other eleven participants.  
 
In the middle of Figure 17, participant GV’s response is shown to have included ‘some 
consultation’. The participant stated clearly that the earlier organisational restructure titled 
the ‘UB Blueprint’ involved extensive consultation and was, in the participant’s view, directly 
relevant to the compact’s development (participant GV, p.6). For this reason, participant 
GV’s response is situated in the middle of Figure 17, indicating a level of consultation that 
the other participants did not stipulate as clearly.  
 
Participant GV discussed the limitations of ‘consultation’. He stated:   
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…there are several down-sides to consultation: the consultation period is never long 
enough, individuals aren’t asked personally…. and thirdly people offer a view and 
find that it doesn’t turn up in whatever document (then) they feel they haven’t been 
consulted properly. Pardon my cynicism. (Participant GV, pp.6-7)   
 
The above comment is included to illustrate the frustrations and limitations of stakeholder 
consultation which organisational learning practitioners would again be well advised to 
consider.   
 
4.4.5 Relationship between interpretations of organisational learning and 
involvement in development of the compact 
 
Similar to the phase 1 results, the relationship between the participants’ interpretations of 
organisational learning and their involvement in the development of the compact was 
analysed in phase 2. The purpose of analysing this dimension was to explore if there was a 
relationship between the type of organisational learning and the extent to which the 
participant was involved in the development of the compact.  
 
A tentative hypothesis was that the participants who exhibited the ‘artefactural’ type of 
organisational learning would have been more involved with the development of the compact 
than those participants with a ‘human learning in groups’ view. The reason for the hypothesis 
was that the university’s approach to the compact, which could be characterised as an 
administrative task to be accomplished by the top rather than as an opportunity for 
stakeholder engagement and organisational learning throughout the organisation (see 
Figure 15), lead to the question of whether participants with deeper understandings of 
organisational learning were excluded from the compact’s development. As discussed 
below, the hypothesis was not supported by the data. The key relationship between 
involvement in the development of the compact was found to be the participant’s hierarchical 
position in the university.   
 
Similar to the phase 1 results, there was a range of responses in relation to both the 
definitions of organisational learning and the degree of involvement in the development of 
the compact. No relationship between the two factors was found, with participants who had 
different interpretations of organisational learning having various levels of involvement in the 
development of the compact. Figure 18 outlines the responses for this dimension.  
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Definition of  
org learning      Artefactual         systems and people  human learning 
         in groups 
 
 
Participant        EM-B, EM-C                  EM-D        EM-A        GM-B      AM-C, GM-A, AMC-D, AMC-A               AMC-B  
------------------------------------------    ------------------------------------------------- 
     GV 
 
 
 
 
 
Participant       GM-A, AMC-B             GV                         GM-B                                     EM-B, EM-C, EM-D      EM-A 
           AMC-A, AMC-C 
                           AMC-D 
 
Level of  
involvement    None                Low     Medium        High/very high 
 
 
 
Figure 18.  Phase 1 and 2 interpretations of organisational learning and 
involvement in development of the compact  
 
Participants new to phase 2 are shown in bold italics.  
Participants EX and DE are not included because they were external or tangential to the university 
and did participate in any way in the development of the university’s compact. 
 
The overall pattern of Figure 18 is similar to the pattern of the phase 1 results (see Figure 
10). Without repeating the earlier discussion, the following discussion notes the main results 
of phase 2 on this dimension.  
 
Following Figure 18 from the top right-hand side to the bottom left-hand side, it can be seen 
that the four academic managers/coordinators and the one general staff manager who 
interpreted organisational learning as either ‘human learning in groups’ or ‘systems’ and 
people’ were not included in the development of the compact. While this may suggest that 
the participants with these interpretations of organisational learning were excluded from the 
compact’s development, the participants in the middle of the figure disconfirm such a 
conclusion.  
 
Following Figure 18 from the middle-top section to the bottom right-hand side, participants 
GM-B, EM-A and the new participant EM-D had ‘systems and people’ interpretations of 
organisational learning and were either involved or highly involved in the development of the 
compact. This finding disconfirmed the tentative hypothesis that there may have been a 
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relationship between the kind of organisational learning and involvement in the development 
of the compact. The results showed that participants who had a ‘systems and learning’ view 
of organisational learning were included in the development of the compact.  
 
At the top left-hand side of Figure 18, participant GV was involved with the university in a 
governance role but outside its management structure and so his/her response is located 
under the dotted line. The participant’s view on organisational learning was to the right of the 
strictly ‘artefactural’ but to the left of ‘systems and learning’. Participant GV’s involvement in 
the development of the compact was coded as ‘low’ and so their placement is at the lower 
left-hand side of Figure 18.  
 
As noted in the phase 1 discussion, the general staff manager participant GM-B was in a 
coordinating role for the compact and participant GM-A had very limited information 
concerning the compact.  The results for phase 2 confirm the concentration of development 
of the compact at the executive level and that the key indicator of involvement in its 
development was the participant’s hierarchical position in the university.  
 
  
4.4.6 Control and innovation 
 
As noted in the presentation of the phase 1 results, the issues of control and innovation 
became ‘sensitising concepts’ (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Birks and Mills, 2011) in the 
research. To gain a clearer perspective on the sensitising issues which arose in phase 1, 
specific questions regarding control and innovation were included in the interviews for all ten 
participants in phase 2 of the research, not just for the six new participants.  
 
Control 
 
The two types of control which emerged in phase 1 were the government’s control over 
universities in terms of the criteria and completion of the compact; and the university’s 
control over its stakeholders, particularly staff, in relation to the development of the compact. 
 
Figure 19 builds on the control results from phase 1 (Figure 11) and presents the results for 
control both from the government’s perspective with universities and the university’s 
perspective with its stakeholders. The results for phases 1 and 2 are presented cumulatively 
to provide a comprehensive view of the issue of control which arose in the research.   
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To ease identification of the shift in views of three of the four returning participants, the two 
interviews are paired with the use of the following notations: an elevated mark ^ for EM-B1^ 
and EM-B2^; an asterisk for EM-C1* and EM-C2*; and the hash symbol for GM-B1# and 
GM-B2#. The fourth returning participant, EM-A, did not change his/her views on this issue 
over the two interviews.  
 
 
                             
Participant       GV, EM-C1*            GM-B2#                   EM-A1 & 2                      AMC-C             EM-C2*, AMC-A 
                             EM-B1^, GM-A            DE           GM-B1#, EM-B2^    AMC-D   AMC-B 
 
  
Concern         None         Positive about    Concern re govt            less concerned      Compact as control                                     
          expressed       gov’t and org      instrumentalism             by gov’t,   both govt  & exec  
                   controls               concerned 
             about uni control 
 
 
Figure 19 Phase 1 and 2 participant views of control 
 
Participants new to phase 2 are shown in bold italics. 
Participants EX and EM-D were omitted from Figure 19 for reasons discussed below.  
 
Interpretation of Figure 19 
 
The interpretation of Figure 19 is slightly more complex than the previous discussions of 
figures to this point. There are several reasons for this. First, the two new participants 
omitted from Figure 19 need to be accounted for. These participants had penetrating and 
relevant comments regarding the nature of the relationship between the government and 
universities which were not directly relevant to control but were worthy of inclusion in the 
presentation of the results. This inclusion of participants EX and EM-D’s comments on this 
dimension provide a more comprehensive view of the compact initiative.  
 
The other complicating element of Figure 19 is the shift in the expressed views of control by 
participants EM-B2, EM-C2 and GM-B2 from their phase 1 to phase 2 interviews. As the 
issue of control was not a specific interview question in phase 1, a simple explanation for the 
change of views may be that the posing of a specific question about control in phase 2 
enabled these participants to think about their views in a different light. Other possible 
explanations of the shifts in views are canvassed below. It should be remembered that the 
average time delay between the phase 1 and phase 2 interviews was six to eight months 
and that the compacts were published in the interim.  
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The following discussion presents each of the issues outlined above in turn. First, the views 
of the two omitted participants are discussed, then the shift in views of the three participants, 
then the two remaining clusters of responses are discussed. The discussion of Figure 19 
concludes with a review of the figure as a whole.  
 
Two new participants omitted from Figure 19 
 
Figure 19 displays the results for 15 interviews across phases 1 and 2, leaving two new 
participants to be accounted for. As noted above, the two participants omitted from Figure 19 
were participants EX and EM-D.  
 
The omission of participant EX from Figure 19 was due to the participant’s characterisation 
of the relationship between the universities and government as one of trust, rather than 
control. As noted earlier in the thesis participant EX, Mr. Mike Gallagher, was the principal 
architect of the compacts initiative in the Australian university sector and was the main 
author of Macklin (2006) and the author of Go8 (2008b) and Gallagher (2008a), all of which 
were seminal compact publications.  
 
Mr. Gallagher’s (participant EX) comments regarding the loss of trust in the university sector 
environment, as discussed above, are important partly because they reflect the fraught 
nature of the model of mutual accountability on which the original compact initiative was 
based. This issue was raised in the literature review (chapter 2) and is analysed in the light 
of the results in Chapter 5.  
 
The following quote serves to illustrate Mr. Gallagher’s (participant EX) views about trust in 
the compact initiative as it eventuated in practice. Mr. Gallagher was responding to a follow-
up question regarding the extent of stakeholder consultation in the development of the 
compact:    
 
…the trust in institutions like universities has broken down, the trust between 
universities and government has broken down. So the compacts weren’t trusted by 
universities, they were seen as a nasty device that might screw them. The 
government departments didn’t trust the universities to come forward with honest 
information in their compacts…  
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Compacts was a way of clarifying what universities are about, making more 
transparent what they do and how well they report in ways driven more by 
universities themselves rather than controlled by government. So it was a way of 
trying to re-build trust relationships, probably a bit romantic (laughs).   
(participant EX, p.12) 
 
While Mr. Gallagher’s (participant EX) comments were important and relevant to an 
understanding of compacts as a whole, they did not fit the coding for ‘control’ specifically and 
were thus omitted from Figure 19. As noted above, the issue of trust in relation to the model 
of mutual accountability on which the compacts were based is discussed in more detail in 
chapter 5.  
 
The second new participant omitted from Figure 19 was participant EM-D. This participant 
did not comment on control specifically and thus was omitted from Figure 19. However, the 
participant’s views about the nature of the relationship between the government and 
universities were relevant to an understanding of the compact initiative. In brief, the 
participant stated that the compact process was deeply flawed. The participant’s comments 
suggested that, other than as an administrative requirement to obtain federal money, the 
compact was largely irrelevant to the university and that the previous Charter of the 
university was still the relevant mission document (participant EM-D, pp.5-7) .  
 
The following quotes are provided to illustrate the critical views expressed by participant EM-
D regarding the compact initiative:   
 
… the compact is a very strange instrument …the compact…is an incomplete 
document and an unfinished piece of work in many regards. (participant EM-D, pp.5-
6) 
 
…the compact is just a series of metrics for which the federal government felt if they 
placed some threshold levels around them, they were able to demonstrate 
quality…so the opportunities for any organisation as they write the compact are fairly 
limited, because whilst you can identify some mission and some purpose, you can’t 
really step too far outside the constraints of the compact itself. (participant EM-D, 
pp.5-6)  
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… we did not use the compact as the trigger for having a series of discussions about 
what the mission of the organisation is, in fact, the compact sits at the end of that 
chain or sequence of events. (participant EM-D, p.7)  
 
I think the process in which the compact was administered was deeply flawed…I 
don’t think the compact is an opportunity for innovation… I don’t see the compact as 
an innovative document. (participant EM-D, p.8) 
 
Participant EM-D’s criticisms of the compact initiative were based on several factors. One 
was the lack of inclusion of the university’s TAFE operations in the compact, which was 
problematic due to the integration of TAFE and Higher Education which the university had 
recently enacted with its ‘UB Blueprint’ restructure (participant EM-D, p.9). Another criticism 
stated by the participant was the restrictive nature of the template format of the compact, 
which prevented sectoral differentiation in the compacts (participant EM-D, pp.6-7; p.9). A 
third major criticism by participant EM-D was the constant policy and personnel change in 
the relevant government departments, which precluded a settled and developmental 
understanding of the university’s nature and position by the relevant departments (participant 
EM-D, pp.8-12). Two of the other executive participants, EM-A and EM-B, expressed similar 
concerns regarding the compact initiative in both their phase 1 and phase 2 interviews.  
 
While participant EM-D’s comments did not reflect specifically on the issue of ‘control’, the 
views expressed were informative regarding the nature of the relationship between the 
government and the universities and thus were relevant to an understanding of the compact 
initiative as a whole.   
 
Shift in views of three returning participants from phase 1 to phase 2 interviews  
 
The views expressed by three of the four returning participants, EM-B2, EM-C2 and GM-B2, 
were different in phase 2 from the views they expressed in phase 1. The phase 1 and 2 
responses of these three participants have been marked as noted in Figure 19.  
 
The shift in the views of the other two returning executive participants, EM-B2 and EM-C2, 
was from ‘none expressed’ to either ‘concern re government instrumentalism’ in the middle 
of Figure 19 for participant EM-B2, and to ‘compact as control by both government and the 
university’ on the right-hand side of Figure 19 for participant EM-C2.  
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In brief, the differences in responses for these two executive participants could be explained 
by the introduction of a specific question regarding control in phase 2. The comments by 
both these participants were strong in relation to control when the issue was specifically 
raised with them in the phase 2 interviews. The researcher’s impression was that these were 
the views the participants held all along and that the omission of a specific question in phase 
1 on control was the only reason their views were not raised at that time. However, a specific 
question about the shift in the participants’ views was not asked during the phase 2 
interviews because the shift in views was not identified at the time of the interview. Further 
research could fruitfully explore the participants’ changed views, particularly if the research 
was conducted further into the compact’s lifecycle.  
 
Participant EM-B2’s comments were critical of the government’s prescriptive and shifting 
policy agenda in the tertiary education landscape as a whole and with the compacts. The 
comments were similar to the criticisms expressed by participants EM-A in both phases 1 
and 2 and participant EM-D in phase 2.  
 
Participant EM-C2 discussed the cascading of the compacts initiative through his/her 
portfolio responsibility which acknowledged the high level of internal control in the 
development of the compact and the government’s control over the agenda and criteria of 
the compacts.  
 
Interestingly, the views of the one other returning executive participant, EM-A2, did not shift 
in nature from phase 1 to phase 2 although they changed in emphasis. Participant EM-A2’s 
views of control were an even stronger expression of concern about the government’s 
instrumentalist control agenda with universities than in phase 1.  
 
The shift in the views of the returning general staff manager, participant GM-B2, was from a 
concern about the government’s instrumentalist control agenda in phase 1 to a positive view 
about the compacts initiative both from the sector and university perspectives in phase 2. 
From the government control perspective, participant GM-B2 expressed the view that the 
government had enabled a process for universities to set their own agendas within the 
framework provided by the compact. In participant GM-B2’s case, the change in expressed 
opinion about control in phase 2 was to a positive one, unlike the four executive participants 
in phase 2.  
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The following quote illustrates participant GM-B2’s more positive view and highlights its 
difference from the critical views expressed by the four executive participants.  
 
The government’s in fact given the implementation control to the system…We’ve set 
the macro-outcomes that we want…The government has gone …from a paternalistic 
“we shall control your system because we don’t trust you to run an effective system” 
to “no, you’re actually quite intelligent organisations. We’ll set some parameters up 
and we’ll shape those parameters so they meet those objectives”. So it’s been a very 
outcome-drive system for the first time. (participant GM-B2, pp.9-10)  
 
As the following quote illustrates, participant GM-B2 also expressed positive views about the 
university’s internal controls with the development of the compact.  
 
…what’s been happening over the last two or three years is that we now have a 
space within which, it’s not all rose-coloured glasses, but the destiny is more in the 
individual’s hands… there’s no impediment to say you can’t bring any program and 
have it looked at. (participant GM-B2, p.9)  
 
In brief, the participant’s change in view was attested through his positive view of the 
compact implementation at both the governmental and university levels. As the participant 
said, 
So the compact system is, if anything, working in a sense that it’s not volatile’ and 
‘the compact has been well-shaped and is robust but some elements haven’t lined up 
and they’ve been fluid. (participant GM-B2, pp.1 and 12)  
 
Why did participant GM-B change his/her views from phase 1 to phase 2? While a specific 
question about the reasons for the changed view was not asked at the time, the participant’s 
response indicated that s/he considered the implementation of the compact had gone quite 
well from both the government’s and university’s perspectives. As noted earlier, research on 
the changes in participants’ views throughout the course of a large-scale implementation, 
which built on Eppel’s (2009) PhD study introduced in chapter 2, would be worthwhile.   
 
To conclude the discussion of the participants with a positive view of control in phase 2, on 
the upper left-hand side of the Figure 19, participant DE’s result was consonant with 
participant GM-B2’s. While expressed somewhat differently, the views of participant DE 
aligned with participant GM-B2’s in relation to having a positive view of both government and 
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university controls. In participant DE’s case, the positive regard was expressed as the 
appropriateness of the relevant authority providing a framework of criteria in which either the 
university or its staff should operate.  
 
Discussion of the remaining two clusters of responses in Figure 19 
 
Two clusters of responses of participants new to the research remain for discussion. The 
first cluster was that of participant GV. The participant’s response is located on the left-hand 
side of Figure 19 in the ‘none expressed’ code. Participant GV’s views of government and 
university controls were interesting and contrasted with the other views expressed in the 
research regarding these issues.  
 
Participant GV expressed support for the university’s management of both the ‘UB Blueprint’ 
and the development of the compact. In the participant’s view, the ‘UB Blueprint’ 
consultations fed directly into the compact’s formulation at the university. The participant 
viewed the executive’s control over the compact in the same light as the ‘UB Blueprint’, 
which had included, in the participant’s view, extensive consultation with staff and was 
entirely appropriate.  
 
Participant GV viewed the government’s approach to the control issues in the compact from 
a long-term perspective and raised the Dawkins reforms of the late 1980s as the most 
significant change in the university sector in recent history. Participant GV stated that the 
removal of the ‘buffer body’ of the Commonwealth Tertiary Education Commission (CTEC) in 
the Dawkins reforms was the most significant change of the last few decades because it 
made the government the decision-maker regarding expenditure and outcomes in higher 
education (participant GV, pp.7-8). The participant’s view of the government’s discretionary 
responsibility in the post-Dawkins era, given its funding role, could be characterised as not 
unreasonable.  
 
The coding of participant GV’s response to the control issues in Figure 19 was therefore one 
which reflected a lack of concern about the appropriate exercise of responsibility by the 
relevant authority, either at the government or university level.       
 
The final cluster of responses to be reviewed in Figure 19 was that of the two academic 
managers/coordinators who were new to the research, participants AMC-C and AMC-D.  
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These participants’ responses are located on the mid right-hand side of Figure 19 with the 
‘less concerned by government, more concerned about university control’ code.  
 
Participant AMC-C’s response was nuanced in relation to government and university 
controls. There were three key components to the participant’s response to control: first, the 
high level of government control in the sector as a whole; second, the view that the compact 
was an opportunity for mission-development and innovation; and third, that the university’s 
omission of deep stakeholder engagement has resulted in staff disengagement and difficulty 
in the follow-through of the goals agreed in the compact. The following discussion treats 
each point in turn.  
 
Regarding the first point, that the government exerted a high level of control in the sector, 
participant AMC-C stated that the sector policy environment impacted negatively on the 
university’s ability to develop organisational learning processes. As the participant stated,  
 
I think that a lot of the organisational improvement agenda is externally driven and 
increasingly about auditing and compliance and surveillance and control and 
accountability. I think in many ways those interventions compromise, even do more 
than compromise, they seriously jeopardise the opportunity for a learning 
organisation to be true to itself.  
(participant AMC-C, p.4)  
 
Participant AMC-C acknowledged the high level of policy flux in the government’s approach 
to universities, which also made the methodical engagement of the university’s staff in 
organisational learning more problematic. The following quote from the participant illustrates 
this view.  
 
… I also see that it becomes increasingly more challenging for an organisation such 
as the university to become a true learning organisation when we have such a fluid 
policy environment…so simply the capacity to engage in deep organisational learning 
to reflect upon the impact of policy shifts or funding cuts is just not there like it used 
to be. (participant AMC-C, pp.4 and 5)  
 
In relation to the second key component of the participant’s response on control, which was 
specifically in relation to the compact, the participant stated that he did not view the 
government’s role in the initiative as controlling. The participant stated, 
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I didn’t get the sense at all there was any great direction from the bureaucracy… the 
compact was a bureaucratic tool for universities to tell their story and to place 
themselves. So I don’t think it was controlling, coercing, strangling the potential for 
innovation at all. (participant AMC-C, pp.13-14)  
 
The third key component of the participant’s response on the control issue was the 
university’s control mechanisms in relation to the compact.  The results and discussion of 
organisational learning, shown previously in Figure 14, showed that participant AMC-C had a 
comprehensive and, in relation to the other participants, more sophisticated view of 
organisational learning. When coming to the issue of control presented in Figure 19, the 
participant viewed organisational controls as largely in opposition to the deeper engagement 
of fully realised organisational learning.  
 
Participant AMC-C stated that organisational learning required open and creative 
engagement between the organisation’s hierarchies. In the participant’s view, such 
engagement necessitated the opportunity and space for a multiplicity of organisational 
‘voices’ to be heard. In particular, the participant argued for the acceptance of contestation in 
the discussion of policy and strategy regardless of the speaker’s employment category or 
seniority. As the participant stated:  
 
I think organisational learning… is about appreciating that contestation, even more 
than dialogue and consultation… should be embraced rather than being seen as 
something that’s threatening or something that needs to be managed or controlled… 
it’s about space for those hierarchies, the divides to be put to one side.  
(participant AMC-C, p.4)    
 
When asked a follow-up question about the possibility of developing organisational learning 
in the controlling and fluid policy environment of the sector, participant AMC-C stated 
strongly that such engagement and organisational learning were necessary (participant 
AMC-C, p.6).   
 
The later sections of participant AMC-C’s interview discuss the consequences of the lack of 
stakeholder engagement in the development of the compact. In brief, the consequences of 
the lack of stakeholder engagement were staff disillusionment and disengagement, and a 
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lack of ownership among Schools for the completion of their components of the 
commitments made in the university’s compact. The following quotes illustrate these points.  
 
But if you are, as a university, to genuinely renew yourself it means that you have to 
go through a process of deep reflection about who we are and how we’ve come to be 
who we are…I don’t think there was the deep process of engagement with our key 
stakeholders to get their feedback. (participant AMC-C p.14)  
 
The following quote illustrates the lack of commitment to the compact’s requirements 
prevalent in the Schools:   
 
So the fact that we haven’t had a process of staff engagement in the development 
means that we’re running into real problems with implementation as a senior 
management… I think it’s then very difficult to see that implementation is going to be 
an easy process if we haven’t had strong engagement through the development of it. 
So I think that’s one critical barrier. 
(participant AMC-C, p.12)  
 
While acknowledging the overall high level of control by the government in the sector, 
participant AMC-C’s views on control in relation to the compact focussed more on the 
opportunity for mission-development and innovation in the government’s intention and the  
university’s lack of stakeholder engagement in its development. For these reasons, the 
participant’s view on control was coded as ‘less concerned by government, more concerned 
about university control’ as shown in Figure 19.  
 
Participant AMC-D also had a nuanced response regarding control which was characterised 
in three ways. First, the participant acknowledged the complex and changing policy 
environment in higher education as a whole and how it was a difficult time to introduce 
compacts (participant AMC-D, p.11). Second, the participant acknowledged the pressures 
on executive management to get the compact completed (participant AMC-D, p.2). Third, 
and similar to participant AMC-C, participant AMC-D viewed the compact as an opportunity 
for stakeholder engagement and mission-development that was largely missed due to the 
lack of staff engagement.  
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As an example of the consequences of the lack of staff engagement in the development of 
the compact, the participant raised the lack of the completion of two out of the four university 
School’s responses to the compact’s commitments. In the participant’s words:  
 
…the reality of the situation of developing the implementation of this compact hasn’t 
been grassroots…and now there are certainly going to be some challenges with the 
plan because there’s a feeling that this is not what we committed to… Seems a bit 
strange to me that you have something that is a commitment by an institution to meet 
certain things and this has not been effectively disseminated in a way for people to 
buy-in…I would’ve thought the key wouldn’t been for these Schools to have put their 
plans in and that would have been a much more successful one in terms of doing 
what they’re wanting to do. I think that’s a big failure.  
(participant AMC-D, pp.2, 5 and 6)  
 
Participant AMC-D’s response to the control issue was largely consonant with the other new 
academic manager/coordinator discussed above, participant AMC-C. While noting the 
difficult policy environment and unhelpful government policy flux, participant AMC-D stated 
that the organisational controls over the compact’s development were counter-productive to 
the sense of commitment which was going to be required of staff. For these reasons, 
participant AMC-D’s response was coded as ‘less concerned by government, more 
concerned about university control’ along with participant AMC-C in Figure 19.  
 
Having reviewed the various clusters of responses of Figure 19, the discussion now turns to 
a discussion of Figure 19 as a whole.  
 
Discussion of Figure 19 as a whole  
 
Figure 19 presents a surprisingly diverse range of responses with the detail of various 
participants’ views operating at deep and nuanced levels. The contrast between the phase 1 
presentation of control issues in Figure 11, and the range and complexity of the phase 2 
responses presented in Figure 19, confirms the greater depth of phase 2 of the research.   
 
Figure 19 highlights the extent to which the thirteen participants in the research viewed the 
compact differently. It was a significant finding to the researcher that a relatively small 
participant sample identified such a diverse range of views about the compact initiative. The 
nature, extent and evolution of the multiple interpretations of the compact in a large and 
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complex organisation, such as the university, were resonant of Eppel’s (2009) research in 
the New Zealand higher education sector. The issue of the multiple interpretations of the 
compacts is discussed in more depth in chapter 5.  
 
The final component of the phase 2 results was the issue of innovation. As noted previously, 
innovation was not a specific research question in phase 1 but was identified as a 
‘sensitising concept’ because of the participants’ discussion of the issue. The issue of 
innovation was included in phase 2 as a specific question to explore the participants’ views 
of the issue in more detail and depth, similar to the pursuit of control in phase 2 as discussed 
above.  
 
The following section presents the phase 2 results on the sub-topic of innovation.  
 
Innovation 
 
Congruent with the findings for phase 1 on innovation, there were three types of innovation 
expressed by the participants in phase 2 of the research. The three types of innovation were 
the following.  
 
1. The government’s attempt to bolster innovation through the compact 
2. The university’s innovation activities to meet the criteria of the compact 
3. Innovation in the university unrelated to the compact.  
 
The following discussion takes the first two types of innovation in turn. As noted in the 
presentation of the phase 1 results, the third type of innovation, innovation unrelated to the 
compact, was beyond the scope of the research.  
 
The presentation of the phase 1 results included discussion about the ‘abduction’ (Birks and 
Mills, 2011) undertaken to analyse the phase 1 participants’ comments regarding innovation. 
The following results, which present phases 1 and 2 cumulatively, also include the notes 
about abduction in relation to the phase 1 analytical codings in the figures below.   
 
Figure 20 presents the results for the participants’ views of the government’s attempt to 
bolster innovation through the framework of the compact. The results of this coding of 
innovation are presented for the first time in the thesis. As the phase 1 results for this type of 
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innovation were minor, the results are shown cumulatively for both phases to provide a 
comprehensive overview of this type of innovation. 
 
 
Participant 
 
     EM-B2, EM-D                   GM-B2                 AMC-C, EM-C2, AMC-A              
                           DE          EM-A2, EX  
   
      Compact                                         compact                              Compact as transformational 
      not generative                                   encouraging               opportunity  
      of innovation                                                innovation  
      
    NONE                     LOW          MEDIUM          HIGH 
 
Degree of 
Innovation 
 
 
Figure 20 Phase 1 and 2 participant views of the government’s intention to 
bolster innovation through the compact  
 
Participants new to the research in phase 2 are shown in bold italics.  
 
Interpretation of Figure 20 
 
Like Figure 19, the interpretation of Figure 20 is complex due to the variety of factors at play 
in the participants’ responses over phases 1 and 2. Given that the reader will be familiar with 
the range of issues relevant to the interpretation of Figure 19, the following discussion 
passes more briefly over the relatively minor explicatory issues involved in Figure 20.  
 
Of the three phase 1 participants who were not re-interviewed in phase 2, participants GM-A 
and AMC-B did not express a view of this type of innovation in phase 1 and have therefore 
been omitted from Figure 20. Participant AMC-A expressed views regarding this type of 
innovation in phase 1 and his/her results are reflected in Figure 20. Participant AMC-A is 
located at the right-hand side of Figure 20, indicating the compact had the potential to be a 
transformational opportunity.  
 
The four returning participants, who were each asked a question about innovation in phase 
2, are included in Figure 20. These four participants are shown with the number ‘2’ after their 
research code.  
 
Of the six participants new to phase 2, all of whom were asked about innovation, participants 
GV and AMC-D did not express an explicit enough view of this type of innovation to warrant 
a specific coding of their responses and are therefore omitted from Figure 20. (Note that the 
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new participants have not been assigned the ‘2’ for phase 2 because they did not participate 
in phase 1).  
 
Having accounted for all the participants over phases 1 and 2, the following discussion 
interprets the salient features of Figure 20.  
 
Compact not generative of innovation 
 
The left-hand side of Figure 20 shows the two participants who characterised the compact 
as ‘not generative of innovation’. This view was reflected by comments in phase 2 of the 
research which included a specific question about innovation and the compact. The following 
quotes illustrate the coding of the compacts as ‘not generative of innovation’.  
 
Participant EM-D  
(executive,  
new to phase 2)  
 I don’t think the compact is an opportunity for innovation…I don’t see 
the compact as an innovative document’ (p.8). ‘It’s a very difficult 
document to be a planning document in any way or an opportunity for 
innovation because it is somewhat prescriptive. (p.9) 
. 
Participant EM-B2 
(executive,  
returning in phase 2) 
 
 Because it’s a document on which… you’re measured, it isn’t 
necessarily one that makes you think about innovation…particularly 
the research part of it which is very metrics focussed…Metrics aren’t 
terribly conducive to innovative thinking. (pp.1-2)  
  
I don’t see them as a very good tool for – I don’t think central planning 
is a terribly good way of driving innovation across a sector of any sort. 
I don’t think these are drivers of innovation. (p.3) 
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Compact encouraging innovation 
 
In the middle of Figure 20, two participants are shown as the ‘compact encouraging 
innovation’. While these participants acknowledged the limitations of the compacts as a 
funding and strategy process (discussed in chapter 5), they acknowledged that the 
government’s intentions were innovative with the compact process. The following quotes 
illustrate the reason for the coding of their responses.  
 
Participant GM-B2 
(general staff manager,  
returning in phase 2)  
 
The participant’s comments characterised the compact as a funding mechanism to 
align the universities’ activities with the government’s innovative goals of increased 
student participation, particularly less advantaged students, as the following quotes 
illustrate.  
The control elements and the innovations they’re (the government) 
looking for are still very settled. If you look at the main things: ‘we (the 
government) want you to grow higher education enrolments; we want 
you to grow those enrolments with the lower participating areas of the 
community; and we’re not directing you how to do it, the settings are 
giving you directions for you to do it’. So that’s the innovation side. 
(p.2) 
 
I’ve talked about how it’s (the government) has now reformed our views 
in terms of the way in which we related to the market, the way in which 
we develop programs for that, and they way in which we’re looking at 
that. So we’re trying to innovate and develop our uniqueness around 
that suite of programs. (p.3) 
 
 
Participant DE 
(former DEEWR and DIISR 
new to phase 2) 
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While acknowledging that most of the compact was not new and that it functioned 
more as an ‘umbrella’ document to bring the various university activities together in 
one document (Participant DE, pp. 3-5), the participant stated that the universities 
could be innovative in relation to the goals they could set, as the following quote 
illustrates.  
 
 Institutions could be innovative in the goals they set, particularly in the 
research and innovation section. It brought innovation into the 
conversation with universities, between government and universities, 
probably in a way it hadn’t been there before. (p.9)   
    
While the participants’ comments were nuanced, their view throughout their interview could 
be characterised as arguing that the government had intended the compacts to generate 
innovation in the university sector. Their responses were therefore coded as ‘compact 
encouraging innovation’ at the ‘medium’ level of innovation in Figure 20.   
 
Compact as a transformational opportunity 
 
On the right-hand side of Figure 20, the responses of five participants have been coded as a 
transformational opportunity in relation to the government’s innovation intentions in the 
compact process. The following quotes illustrate the reasons for this coding.  
 
Participant AMC-A 
(academic management and coordination 
participant in phase 1 only).  
 
(the term compact meant to me) ...some sort of unique, distinctive, 
innovative, boutique-y kind of quality. That’s how it’s (the government) 
trying to drive universities to think about themselves. So they’re 
identifying this boutique offering that differentiated them from 
someone else. (p.5) 
 
So in terms of opportunities these moments come once in a while: 
here’s your chance to reconfigure, realign, reinvent. Wow! What a 
fabulous opportunity. (p.8)     
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Participant AMC-C 
(academic management and coordination 
new to Phase 2) 
 
This participant’s view of the transformational opportunity in the compact was 
nuanced by the limitations placed on the compact by the government’s maintenance 
of current funding levers, as the following quotes illustrate.  
 
… the opportunity is there to recast yourself, to renew yourself, to 
think about who we are, position ourselves in the landscape, to 
develop a coherent narrative about ourselves, to look at organisational 
renewal. There was a reasonably liberal approach taken by the federal 
department as saying to universities ‘tell us who you are and where 
you want to go, and how you see yourself’. I didn’t get the sense at all 
there was any great direction from the bureaucracy saying ‘…develop 
a compact that fits in with (our preconceptions). (p.13)  
 
Even if we had seen the compact as an opportunity to re-position 
ourselves, how much would we truly have been able to change for us 
to realise that new identity?… because the policy settings are still 
there, the funding regimes are still there, the institution power 
structures in the university are still there. How much is going to 
change in our relationship with key funding bodies if it’s a shift around 
the edges of things? But if they’re saying ‘let’s have a complete review 
of funding, resourcing, internal structuring, allocation of roles and 
responsibilities, reward systems within the university, promotions, 
policies’ then it actually becomes possible to work towards realising 
the new identity that may come through the compact. (p.14)  
 
 
Quotes from two more participants will suffice to illustrate the ‘transformational opportunity 
for innovation’ coding on the right-hand side of Figure 20.  
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Participant EM-A2 
(executive 
returning to phase 2).  
I think there was a genuine attempt by the commonwealth to see 
compacts as a disruptive innovation. In other words, to fundamentally 
change the way of the relation of the commonwealth and universities 
and to see it as a bit disruptive and creating some equilibrium in 
relation to the power relationship… Have the compacts been an 
opportunity for innovation? I think the answer is: yes. Have they then 
been an opportunity for disruptive innovation? In other words, making 
real, significant structural change, changing the destiny of 
universities? I think the answer is: no. … in terms of the ‘here and 
now’ with higher education, compacts have faded very significantly. 
(p.3)  
 
Participant EX 
(external,  
new to phase 2) 
 
As the key architect of the compact initiative, Mr. Gallagher (participant EX) lamented 
the lack of emphasis in the compact process on the opportunity for universities to 
reinvent their relationship to the federal government. Much of the participant’s 
interview outlined the reasons for the dilution of the compacts’ purpose over the 
course of its implementation. The following quote reflects the explicitly stated ‘lost 
opportunity’.  
 
Therefore there was no sort of signal to the universities to say ‘here’s 
your chance to redesign your funding envelope for your strategic 
directions as you see them’. And for a place like your university… that 
opportunity would have been terrific. Right? To say ‘what do we want 
to be in the next 20 years and how do we link this regional community 
and serve it properly?’ It could have been quite a visionary thing to do 
(p.11)… it is a lost opportunity. (p.9)  
 
The following discussion presents the results for the second type of innovation, innovation 
which occurred within the university as a result of meeting the criteria of the compact. The 
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results for this type of innovation were first presented in phase 1, Figure 12, prior to the 
publication of the compacts.  
 
Figure 21 presents the relevant findings for phases 1 and 2 of this type of innovation to the 
extent to which innovation was initiated, developed or undertaken by the university to meet 
the criteria of the compact.  
 
The emphasis of Figure 21 is somewhat different from the earlier results shown in phase 1, 
Figure 12. The phase 1 results focussed on the possibilities of innovation within the 
university because of the (unpublished) compact, whereas phase 2 focussed more on the 
university’s activities regarding innovation in relation to the (published) compact. Given that 
the university’s compact was in development during phase 1, relevant views as to the extent 
of innovation occurring at the time in regard to the compact are included in Figure 21. It will 
also be remembered that the phase 1 comments about innovation were ‘abducted’ from the 
data given that a specific question about innovation was not asked in phase 1. (See the 
earlier discussion about abduction in the introduction to the phase 1 results on control and 
innovation).  
 
To ease identification of the shift in views of three of the four returning participants, the two 
interviews are paired with the use of the following notations: an elevated mark ^ for EM-B1^ 
and EM-B2^; an asterisk for EM-C1* and EM-C2*; and the hash symbol for GM-B1# and 
GM-B2#.  
 
 
Participant 
 
GM-B1#            EM-B2^             AMC-A                       EM-B1^              GM-B2#                       -  
           EM-D         AMC-B               EM-C1*            AMC-D 
        AMC-C               EM-C2*     
   
 
Compact          innovation          uni did             innovation          innovation                  compact 
contra            not required        not innovate             thru org               explicit                     transformed 
innovation      by compact         to meet compact       reporting            with examples           university 
          innovation 
 
ANTI-                     NONE                  LOW          MEDIUM    HIGH 
innovation 
 
Degree of   
Innovation 
 
Figure 21 Phase 1 and 2 participant views of innovation in relation to the 
university’s compact 
 
Participants new to phase 2 are shown in bold italics. 
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Interpretation of Figure 21 
 
The following provides the brief explicatory notes for Figure 21. First, the interviews which do 
not appear in Figure 21: from phase 1, participant GM-A has been omitted due to his/her 
acknowledged unfamiliarity with the university’s compact. The participant offered thoughts 
about what s/he hoped would be innovation undertaken as a result of the compact, but 
stated that s/he really didn’t know about the university’s innovation activities in relation to the 
compact. Also from phase 1, participant EM-A did not comment on university innovation in 
relation to the compact in either his/her phase 1 or phase 2 interviews.  
 
In regard to the new participants, EX and DE stated that they did not know about the 
university’s innovation activities in relation to the compact and offered thoughts about what 
they hoped would be innovation undertaken as a result of the compact. Participant GV did 
not comment on this type of innovation. The above accounts for the participants omitted from 
Figure 21.  
 
The following discussion unpacks the results for each coding, beginning with the left-hand 
side of Figure 21. 
 
 Compact contradictory to innovation 
 
On the far left-hand side of Figure 21, participant GM-B1’s response was coded as ‘compact 
contra innovation’. The coding characterises the participant’s phase 1 view that the strictures 
of the compact were counter-productive to innovation. In the phase 1 interview, the 
participant was answering question 8 of his/her interview schedule (see Appendix 1) which 
was about the compact and organisational learning. Taken together with his/her phase 1 
comments about the controlling nature of the compact, presented in Figure 11, and the 
researcher’s thesis regarding the synthesis between organisational learning and innovation 
(discussed in chapter 5), the participant’s phase 1 views were abducted and coded as 
shown in Figure 21. The following quotes illustrate the participant’s phase 1 view of 
innovation and the compact.  
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Participant GM-B1 
(general staff manager 
phase 1) So my view would be that I would find it difficult to find anything in the 
compact itself that drives that conversation (about organisational learning 
and subsequent innovation). (p.9)  
 
Do you (the government) realise your policies are actually preventing us 
from acquiring that sort of knowledge? (regarding organisational learning 
which leads to innovation). (p.9)  
 
 
Innovation not required by the university in regard to the compact 
 
On the left-hand side of Figure 21, participants EM-B2 and EM-D are coded as expressing 
the view that innovation was not required by the university to complete its compact. Both 
participants were quite adamant that any innovation which occurred in the university was not 
as a result of the compact, and that if innovation was undertaken it had preceded the 
compact. The following quotes illustrate this view.  
 
Participant EM-B2 
(executive,  
returning in phase 2) 
I don’t think it’s (the compact) driven innovation at all, actually. I’d be 
surprised if anyone thought it had. We did a lot of innovation thinking 
around the Blueprint, we turned the place upside down really, but that 
didn’t come out of the compact, it wasn’t driven by the compact. (p.2)  
 
So I’m not sure the compact has… driven any innovation at all, 
actually. I’d be surprised if anyone thought it had. The compact was 
more the case of… putting stuff down that we knew we were doing 
and that we were happy to be measured on and left it at that. (p.2)  
 
 
The interpretation of participant EM-B2’s views in phase 2 regarding innovation had shifted 
somewhat from phase 1. While in phase 1 the participant viewed organisational learning as 
a result of organisation reporting activities, and thereby lead to the creation of the analytical 
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code ‘artefactural organisational learning’, in phase 2 the participant was adamant that any 
innovation which had occurred in the university was not as a result of the compact.  
 
In phase 2, participant EM-B2 stated that s/he did not think the compact was intended to be 
an innovation document (participant EM-B2, p.2). Given the participant’s view of ‘artefactural’ 
organisational learning, and the way in which the compact was developed at the university, 
perhaps this view was not surprising.  
 
The shift in the response of participant EM-B between phases 1 and 2, which was reflective 
of the differences between organisational learning (phase 1) and innovation (phase 2), was 
formative to the development of Model 1, Institutional Organisational Learning, which is 
discussed in chapter 5.    
 
Participant EM-D 
(executive,  
new in phase 2) 
 We did not use the compact as the trigger for having a series of 
discussions about what the mission of the organisation is – in fact, the 
compact sits at the end of that chain or sequence of events’ (p.7). ‘No, 
I don’t think the compact is an opportunity for innovation… I don’t see 
the compact as an innovative document. (p.8)  
 
 
The university did not innovate to meet the compact’s requirements 
 
Three of the four academic managers/coordinators, participants AMC-A, AMC-B and AMC-C 
lamented the lack of innovation in the university in response to the compact. Participant 
AMC-B’s comments were quoted in the phase 1 results. Quotes from the other two 
participants are shown below to illustrate this coding of response.  
 
Participant AMC-A 
(academic manager/coordinator 
phase 1 only) 
In terms of an organisation that is able to be innovative beyond just 
normal artefacts, I don’t think there is a culture here, or any structure 
here, for that more organic learning to happen. (p.3)  
233 
 
 
 
I thought the reconsideration (through the compact) is likely to be 
constrained by ‘how do we get the most funding?’ And that will be the 
driver of thinking rather than innovation and identity and future 
perspective. (p.7)   
 
Participant AMC-C 
(academic manager/coordinator 
new to phase 2) 
 
This participant characterised innovation as developing out of the organisational 
learning opportunities gained through deep stakeholder engagement discussed 
earlier. The following quotes illustrate the participant’s view of the university’s 
innovation response to the compact in relation to the lack of stakeholder engagement 
in the compact’s development.  
 
I don’t think there was that deep reflection that engaged staff and 
students at the university. We didn’t embark on a major process of 
engagement with our key stakeholders to get their feedback, to tell us 
all those things… I think the compact in theory, yes, provides an 
opportunity for renewal, but… if you haven’t done some work on both 
the formal policies and procedures and worked a way of changing the 
culture of an organisation then the compact is not the tool that’s going 
to do it. (p.14)  
 
‘…the potential to get change happening that’s consistent with the 
compact is pretty seriously compromised. (p.15)  
 
Of relevance at this point, all four academic managers/coordinators highlighted a 
‘disconnect’ between the university’s Blueprint restructure and the compact. All four made 
comments that questioned whether the consultations around the Blueprint were relevant to 
the compact. They stated that the connection between the Blueprint and the compact, if 
there was one, had not been made public in the organisation.   
 
By contrast, all four of the executives, and participant GV, expressed the view that there was 
a direct link between the earlier consultations for the university’s Charter and/or Blueprint 
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and the completion of the compact. The connection between these activities was the extent 
to which the earlier consultations provided the material that would be used later in the 
compact. These participants used the connection between the two activities to explain their 
view of why further consultation regarding the compact was unnecessary. It was not 
surprising, then, that these participants did not view the compact as an opportunity for 
innovation.  
 
The contrast between these groups of participants indicates a fundamental difference in how 
the compact was viewed. For the four academic managers/coordinators, the compact was 
an opportunity for innovation by the university. For the four executives and governance 
participant, the compact was an administrative requirement which could be completed on the 
strength of previous work and did not necessitate new innovation by the university.  
 
The results regarding innovation were important in the development of the two models 
developed during the course of the research. Further discussion of these issues is presented 
in chapter 5.   
 
Innovation through organisation reporting 
 
In the middle of Figure 21, participants EM-B1 and EM-C1 are shown in their phase 1 
interviews to have viewed innovation as occurring through organisational reporting. The 
rationale for this coding was discussed earlier in the phase 1 findings under Figures 6, 7 and 
10.  
 
The modification of participant EM-B2’s phase 2 views regarding innovation was discussed 
above. The modification in participant EM-C2’s views in the phase 2 interview regarding 
innovation is discussed below. 
 
Innovation explicit with examples 
 
On the right-hand side of Figure 21, participants GM-B2, EM-C2 and AMC-D considered that 
the compact was responsible for innovative activities at the university. This view sits in 
contrast to the views of the other participants discussed above, who did not consider any 
innovation had been driven by the compact.  
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Figure 21 shows that participants GM-B2 and EM-C2 modified their views of the role of the 
compact in relation to innovation between their phase 1 and phase 2 interviews. Both these 
participants provided examples of innovative activity which they attributed directly to the 
compact.  
 
The views of all three participants in this coding were nuanced. Participant GM-B2’s 
comments were made in the light of the control mechanisms introduced by the federal 
government to increase the undergraduate intake, and particularly to increase the intake of 
low SES students. This ‘control mechanism’ (participant GM-B2, p.4) was known as 
“demand-driven funding” (see Chart 1).  
 
While the introduction of demand-driven funding overlapped with the compact initiative, 
participant GM-B2 made comments regarding innovation specifically in relation to the 
compact. (Untangling the issues relevant to the introduction of demand-driven funding from 
the compact, given their relationship to each other, was an interesting concern but beyond 
the scope of the research).  
 
The brief comment can be made that while the formulation of the compacts preceded 
demand-driven funding, the implementation of it affected the nature and relevance of the 
compact. The issue of the complexity of change in large, bureaucratic organisations like 
universities, was raised in chapter 2 and is discussed further in chapter 5.    
 
Participant EM-B2’s comments were nuanced with the acknowledgement that much of the 
compact work regarding his/her area of responsibility had been initiated by the earlier ERA 
process (see Chart 1).  
 
Participant AMC-D’s comments were nuanced by several factors. One factor was the stated 
recognition that there had not been consultation about the content of the university’s 
compact, which had then created reluctance among staff about complying with the 
compact’s requirements. The participant stated that lack of consultation had affected 
completion of School plans, with two out of four Schools not completing their relevant plan 
for how the compact would be operationalised, even after a very generous period of time.  
 
A second factor which nuanced participant AMC-D’s comments for this analytical code was 
what the participant viewed as the good faith effort of the relevant executive to gather 
feedback from the Schools after the compact was developed. While the participant 
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acknowledged that staff were not consulted about the performance targets in the university’s 
compact, and that Schools were then expected to “fill in the blanks” about how they would 
meet the targets, the participant still felt that the relevant executive had made a sincere effort 
to gather feedback among the relevant staff.  
 
A third feature which nuanced participant AMC-D’s response to this code was his 
acknowledgement that the organisational restructure known as the UB Blueprint was 
concurrent with the consultations with Schools about how the compact was to be 
implemented (see Chart 2). The participant also acknowledged that much of the work for 
his/her area of responsibility had already been developed in response to the government’s 
earlier ERA process (see Chart 1).  
 
The factors discussed above illustrate a part of participant AMC-D’s complex response to the 
issue of innovation and the compact. The participant’s complex and nuanced response also 
illustrates the richness of qualitative research.     
 
The following quotes illustrate the rationale for the coding of the three participants’ views.  
 
Participant GM-B2 
(general staff manager 
returning in phase 2).  
If we talk about innovation, it’s (the compact) changing the way we do 
things – reforming it – for a different type of operation. I’ve talked 
about how it’s (the compact) reformed our views in terms of the way in 
which we relate to the market, the way in which we develop 
programs… so we’re trying to innovate and develop our uniqueness 
around a suite of programs. (p.2)  
 
 
Participant EM-C2 
(executive,  
returning in phase 2) 
I do view the compact as an opportunity for innovation… I think the 
compact can actually drive…distinctiveness across the universities, 
forcing them to specialise in more areas. I do believe the compact is 
an opportunity to drive some innovation within the university… the 
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compact has allowed us the opportunity to think about what we want 
to be, both in teaching and learning but also in research. (p.2) 
 
Participant AMC-D 
(academic manager/coordinator 
new in phase 2).    
Look, it (the compact) was an opportunity, I don’t know if we’ve lost it 
now. Yes, the compact provides an opportunity for innovation if there 
is a buy-in by the staff, if they know what the compact is or feel 
committed to it…Here’s an opportunity to be innovative and… fashion 
the compact that would (be) best for this School…I think the idea of 
having a regional metric is not a bad innovation. So I think along the 
way there have been some innovations. (p.5)  
 
 
Finally, the far right-hand side of Figure 21 shows that there were no participants who 
viewed the compact as having transformed the university’s innovation. The lack of innovation 
at the organisational level in response to the compact initiative was an important feature in 
the development of Model 1, Institutional Organisational Learning, which is a focus of the 
discussion in chapter 5.   
 
 
The following section presents the results for phase 3, which were of quite a minor nature. 
The results for phase 3 confirm that the ‘theoretical saturation’ (Birks and Mills, 2011) had 
been reached in phases 1 and 2 of the research.  
 
Given that the phase 3 results were of a relatively minor nature, the summary of the phase 2 
results for the interviews has been included in the Summary of the Results for the research 
as a whole, presented in Table 18.  
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4.5 Results for phase 3: minor notes   
 
Phase 3 consisted of a request to all 13 participants for a written response to four questions. 
The email was sent on 9 November with a requested response date of 7 December, 2012. A 
reproduction of the email request is contained in Appendix 1.  
 
The first question of the phase 3 email was in relation to the participant’s views of a 
summary of findings for phases 1 and 2, which had been included as an attachment to the 
email. The second question was in relation to any reflections the participant may have had 
on the compacts and organisational learning and if there was anything s/he might have done 
differently in retrospect. The third question asked if the participant would do anything 
differently in the future regarding compacts and organisational learning. The fourth question 
asked for any further comments regarding organisational learning and compacts.  
 
Five participants acknowledged receipt of the email, one responded with comments in the 
timeframe (participant EM-A) and a second responded in early January, 2013 (participant 
GM-A). While the comments of the two participants were helpful, they were of a relatively 
minor nature compared to the results for phases 1 and 2. Given the depth of responses in 
phases 1 and 2 to the research, the relatively low response rate of phase 3 can be partly 
attributed to the theoretical saturation achieved in the previous phases.  
 
The following discussion presents the findings for the two participants who responded in 
writing to the four questions of phase 3.  
 
Participant EM-A 
 
The participant’s written comments were quite brief, and focussed on clarifying the compacts 
in the wider context of a rapidly changing and complex policy environment. The key points of 
the participant’s response were as follows:  
 
- The compacts were not prescriptive documents that had punitive outcomes  
 
- The link between organisational learning and compacts had been tenuous in the 
participant’s view, given the compacts were one of many policy documents that came 
on a regular basis from the Commonwealth. The participant suggested that other 
policy activities such as the HEPPP, Student Amenities Fee and a range of other 
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HESA related instruments ‘put the compacts in the right light’ (Participant EM-A, 
email response, 12/11/12).  
 
- The participant wrote that s/he wouldn’t do anything differently in retrospect 
 
- The participant wrote that the compacts lost momentum with the advent of demand-
driven funding and strengthening of other funding agreements.  
 
  
Participant GM-A 
 
The participant’s response was also quite brief and s/he answered only the first two of the 
four questions. The key points of the participants’ written comments were as follows: 
 
- That s/he thought that the results of the study could be useful both for documenting 
university responses and highlighting the need for opportunities to use policy change 
as a mechanism for engaging staff in “big picture” planning (participant GM-A, email 
response, 7/1/13).  
 
- The participant wrote the following in relation to the perceived missed opportunity in 
relation to staff engagement with the development of the compact. 
 
I agree with the premise that, in relation to organisational learning, the 
introduction of compacts was a lost opportunity for the university to engage more 
broadly with senior staff across both Schools and Portfolios. (participant GM-A, 
email response, 7/1/13)  
 
4.6 Chapter Summary 
 
Tables 18 and 19 summarise the results for each participant and each university. The 
summary provides an overview of the findings before the thesis proceeds to the theoretical 
elaboration in Chapter 5.   
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Table 18 Summary of the results for all three phases of the research for each participant  
 
Notes to Table 18 
1. Data for table taken from Figures 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20 and 21 (Figure 18 excluded as data otherwise included).  
2. Responses for phases 1, 2 and 3 aggregated 
3. Not all participants participated in all three phases. See Table 12 for level of involvement by individual participant. 
4. Innovation and control ‘emergent’ in phase 1; explicit questions asked on these issues in phase 2.  
 
Participant 
(P) 
Definition of 
organisational 
learning 
Interpretation of 
compact 
Involvement 
in the 
development 
of the 
university’s 
compact 
Perception of 
consultation for 
compact 
View of 
organisational 
control 
View of 
innovation 
from intention 
of compact  
View of 
university 
innovation in 
response to 
compact 
GM-A 
 
Systems & 
people 
Admin procedure 
with limited 
strategic 
articulation 
none  Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
None expressed Not raised by P Not explicit 
enough to code. 
(Hoped there would be 
innovation, but didn’t 
really know).  
GM-B 
 
Systems & 
people 
Admin procedure 
with limited 
strategic 
articulation 
Medium Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Phase 1: 
concern re gov’t 
instrumentalism 
Phase 2: 
positive about 
gov’t and org 
controls 
Compact 
encouraging 
innovation 
Phase 1: compact 
opposed to 
innovation. Phase 
2: innovation 
explicit with 
examples 
AMC-A 
 
Systems & 
people 
Transformational 
opportunity for 
innovation 
Low Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Compact as 
control by gov’t 
and exec.  
Compact as 
transformational 
opportunity 
Uni did not 
innovate to meet 
compact 
AMC-B 
 
Human learning 
in groups 
Gov’t. policy 
interference 
None Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Compact as 
control by gov’t. 
and exec. 
Not explicit 
enough to code 
Uni did not 
innovate to meet 
compact 
AMC-C 
 
Systems & 
people 
Transformational 
opportunity for 
innovation 
None Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Less concerned 
by gov’t. more 
concerned about 
uni control 
Compact as 
transformational 
opportunity 
Uni did not 
innovate to meet 
compact 
AMC-D 
 
Systems & 
people 
Admin procedure 
with limited 
None Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Less concerned 
by gov’t. more 
Not explicit 
enough to 
Innovation explicit 
with examples 
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strategic 
articulation 
concerned about 
uni control 
code. 
 
EM-A 
 
Systems & 
people 
Admin procedure 
with limited 
strategic 
articulation 
Very high Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Phases 1 & 2: 
concern re gov’t. 
instrumentalism 
Phase 2: 
compact as 
transformational 
in intention 
No comment in 
phases 1, 2 or 
3.(Comments on 
innovation unrelated 
org learning 
examples at the uni)  
EM-B 
 
Artefactural  Admin procedure 
with limited 
strategic 
articulation 
High  Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Concern re 
gov’t. 
instrumentalism 
Phase 2: 
compact not 
generative of 
innovation 
Phase 1: 
innovation thru 
org reporting 
Phase 2: 
innovation not 
required by 
compact 
EM-C 
 
Artefactural  Admin procedure 
with limited 
strategic 
articulation 
High  Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Phase 1: none 
expressed  
Phase 2: 
compact as 
control by gov’t. 
and exec.  
Phase 2: 
compact as 
transformational 
opportunity 
Phase 1: 
innovation thru 
org reporting 
Phase 2: 
innovation explicit 
with examples 
EM-D 
 
Mix of 
artefactural and 
systems & 
people 
Admin procedure 
with limited 
strategic 
articulation 
High  Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Comments 
tangential, 
focussed on 
critical view of 
compact 
document and 
implementation.  
Compact not 
generative of 
innovation 
Innovation not 
required by 
compact 
GV 
 
Mix of 
artefactural and 
systems & 
people 
Admin procedure 
with limited 
strategic 
articulation 
Low  Some 
consultation from 
prior activity 
None expressed Not explicit 
enough to code 
No comment 
made 
DE 
 
Mix of 
artefactural and 
systems & 
people 
Admin procedure 
with limited 
strategic 
articulation 
n/a  Hoped for 
consultation re 
strategy 
development 
Positive about 
gov’t. and org 
controls 
Compact 
encouraging 
innovation 
n/a 
EX 
 
Systems & 
people 
Transformational 
opportunity for 
n/a Developed at top 
w/o consultation 
Comments 
tangential; 
Compact as 
transformational 
n/a 
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innovation focussed on 
break-down of 
trust b/wn unis, 
gov’t and society 
in relation to HE 
opportunity 
 
A brief review of the above table will reveal that no two participants had the same response across the range of measures studied. The 
diversity of the findings, and the richness of the participants’ responses, illustrates the depth that can be gained from qualitative research in 
general and grounded theory in particular. Table 19 presents the summary of the results of the five universities’ compacts.  
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Table 19 Summary of the selected results of the five universities’ compacts 
 
Findings regarding 
published  
compacts 
 
Summary of selected results.  
 
Compact documents 
in general. 
Complex documents. 
 
Highlight differences between universities in scale and resources. 
 
Limited acknowledgement of university staff and organisational culture.  
- General/professional staff not mentioned. Academic staff discussed in relation to teaching and learning and 
research. Research staff a particular focus in UoM’s and ANU’s compacts.  
 
- Organisational culture largely not addressed. SUT’s compact only compact to raise organisational culture in 
general; ANU’s and UoM’s raised culture in relation to research.  
 
Three out of the five universities had undergone recent major organisational change (UoM, UB and CQU). 
 
Extensive time-delay between submission and publication of compacts (average delay 15.2 months).  
 
Universities theoretically ‘autonomous’ but have to meet government policy objectives and funding measures. 
 
Innovation (section 7.3) completely metrics driven.  
 
Differences between teaching and learning (Part Two) and research and innovation (Part Three) apparent.  
- Researcher’s contention that teaching and learning are more institution-level activities while research and 
innovation are more academic-specific illustrated by government and university treatment of both in the 
compacts.  
 
Community outreach present but diluted relative to initial compact initiative (Macklin, 2006).  
 
Differentiation in mission and activity in the university sector apparent. 
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University mission  University of Ballarat 
- UB Charter: quality tertiary education; regions and partnerships; dual-sector; international in outlook and 
impact.  
 
University of Melbourne 
- internationally competitive research, world-class students, staff and resources; graduate focussed.  
 
Swinburne University of Technology:  
- ‘transformational’ teaching and research.  
 
CQUniversity:  
- aspiration to be one of Australia’s ‘great’ universities; regional engagement 
 
Australian National University:  
- internationally benchmarked research and education; emphasis on discovery; contribution to public policy.  
 
 
Chapter 5 presents the analysis of the results and recommendations arising from the research.  
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CHAPTER 5.    DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
What then can be known about policy processes? ...it is like trying to swim 
across a river when the river is in the process of changing its current and its 
path. Eppel (2009), pp.286-287  
 
You’ve got to ask: why do you have universities?  
Participant EX (Mr Mike Gallagher). Interview for the research (2012). 
 
Chapter Overview 
 
This chapter presents the discussion and analysis of the results of the research presented in 
Chapter 4. The introduction canvasses the reasons why Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) 
comprehensive model of knowledge creation (not to be confused with the model of 
knowledge conversion, shown in Figure 3, Chapter 2) was not employed as the conceptual 
paradigm for the research and why new conceptual models were needed to explain the 
results. The two conceptual models which were developed as a result of the analysis 
constitute the bulk of the chapter. A final section regarding recommendations arising from 
the research concludes the chapter.  
 
The first model is titled ‘Institutional Organisational Learning’ (Model 1) and presents the 
process by which the various forms of organisational learning identified in the research 
operate at the institutional level. The model explains how and why the modes of 
organisational learning identified in the research did not develop from ‘transactional’ to 
‘transformational’ organisational learning.  
 
The second model is titled ‘Organisational learning in the university sector in Australia’ 
(Model 2) and presents the mechanisms by which individual institutions integrate with the 
wider policy infrastructure of the university sector, such as government policy and ‘the sector 
landscape’. The ‘sector landscape’ includes the 39 universities themselves and the various 
university representative groups like Universities Australia and the Group of Eight 
Universities.  
 
The purpose of the first model is to answer the research questions posed by the study and to 
explain the results which arose during the research. This meant developing a conceptual 
model to show how, why and to what extent organisational learning operated in the 
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development of the university’s compact. The first model achieves these objectives and can 
be substantiated by the results of the study.  
 
The purpose of the second model is to link the individual institution’s organisational learning 
and compact development with the Australian university sector as a whole. Such a link 
would show how the compact initiative had the potential to be deployed across the sector, 
particularly in relation to innovation. As has been noted already, one of the main purposes of 
the compact initiative was to develop innovation in the sector.  
 
The second model illustrates the ways in which the development of the individual university 
compact may have worked to create innovation in the sector as a whole. The presentation of 
the recommendations includes the acknowledgement that further research would need to be 
conducted with a larger sample of Australian universities to substantiate the second model.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
The introduction canvasses the reasons why Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of 
knowledge creation was not used to explain the results of the research and why two new 
conceptual models were developed. To refresh the meaning of the key term used in the 
research and discussed in Chapter 2, organisational learning is defined as the process by 
which organisational knowledge is created. Organisational learning is the process, 
organisational knowledge is the outcome.  
 
As Ray (2008) states, Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995, Figure 3.9, p.84) five-stage model of 
knowledge creation has been considered by many well-known authors to be a 
comprehensive and convincing explanation of the process of knowledge creation in 
organisations. A valid question, which has not been addressed earlier because it did not 
become evident until the analysis of the results, was why didn’t the research use the Nonaka 
and Takeuchi (1995) model of knowledge creation for the research on organisational 
learning? The reasons were threefold. First, the model of knowledge creation (Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, 1995, Figure 3.9, p.84) was too complex with too many disparate elements that 
were required to work in harmony for relatively easy comprehension by the practitioner. The 
researcher was looking for a simpler model that could be more easily understood by 
practitioners as well as academics.  
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The difficulty of Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge creation for practitioners 
is indicated by its relatively superficial treatment in recent publications such as Watson’s 
(2002) extensive analysis of the organisational learning literature and Smith, Courvisanos, 
Tuck and McEachern’s (2011) article on building innovation capacity (both of which were 
discussed in Chapter 2). Samson (2010) discusses the topic of how businesses could 
develop systematic innovation without even mentioning Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) 
model. While surprising to the researcher, the trend indicates the degree to which the model 
has been largely passed over by academics seeking a practitioner audience.   
 
The second reason the Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) model of knowledge creation was not 
used was because it did not explain the results of the research. Given that this research was 
partly seeking to explain why the university did not embark on organisational learning in the 
development of its compact, the key liability of the Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) model of 
knowledge creation was that it does not explain why or how knowledge creation, and the 
concomitant organisational learning processes, so frequently do not occur in organisations.  
 
Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge creation presupposes that if 
practitioners follow the model, knowledge creation and the concomitant organisational 
learning will occur. However, not only is transformational organisational learning uncommon, 
as argued by Seo (2003), the results of this research show that the university did not embark 
on it for the development of its compact. Therefore, the model of knowledge creation was, 
unfortunately, not helpful in explaining the results of the research.   
 
The attempt to explain the results through the absence of components of the Nonaka and 
Takeuchi (1995) model was not satisfactory, largely because the lack of organisational 
learning did not occur through the absence of factors but more due to the active presence of 
other factors, the key one being organisational control.  
 
The model developed in the research provides a conceptual framework which illustrates why 
the university did not engage in transformational organisational learning for its mission-
based compact, and provides insight into why organisational learning efforts are so often 
limited in nature.   
 
The third reason the Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) model of knowledge creation was not 
used for the research was because, strictly speaking, it was a model of knowledge creation, 
not organisational learning. An analysis of the model’s applicability to organisational learning 
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was very helpful, but use of the model for research on organisational learning could 
potentially be construed as a misapplication. Indeed, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) 
themselves draw a distinction between their model and organisational learning, as does 
Watson (2002).  
 
By contrast, Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion, with its 
emphasis on the conversion of tacit knowledge by the individual into explicit knowledge for 
use by the group, has been adapted to explain the results of the research. Chapter 2 
canvassed the reasons for the use of the model and the criticisms levelled at it by some 
authors, such as Tsoukas (2003) and Ray (2008).   
 
Having established why new conceptual models were developed to explain the results of the 
research, the discussion turns to the two new models.  
 
5.2 Two models 
 
The following discussion presents the two models which were developed to explain the 
relationships between the concepts identified in the research: Model 1: Institutional 
Organisational Learning; and Model 2: Organisational learning in the university sector in 
Australia. Model 1, introduced in Chapter 1, is reproduced below. 
     
Modes of OL Artefactural            Systems and people       Human learning in groups 
 
          control       control 
     
               
           Transactional    organisational learning   
                   Standard learning in horizontal      pockets of the organisation 
 
            control 
 
 
        Transformational   organisational learning  
               Transformational learning integrated across    vertical and horizontal groups of the organisation 
 
 
 
 
Organisational innovation 
    Only transformational OL leads to innovation at the organisational level 
 
 
Model 1 Institutional organisational learning 
 
Key: OL = organisational learning 
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Explanation of Model 1 
 
Model 1 enables the explanation of the results of the research in a number of ways which 
are discussed in turn. The discussion begins with the relatively simple components of the 
model such as the ‘artefactural’, ‘human learning in groups’ and ‘systems and people’ modes 
of organisational learning. These modes were prefigured in the literature review (chapter 2) 
and presented in the discussion of the results (chapter 4).  
 
The issue of organisational control, shown at three points in Model 1 with lightning bolts, is 
the crucial factor which determines the extent to which the ‘artefactural’ and ‘human learning 
in groups’ modes of organisational learning can be synthesised into the ‘systems and 
people’ mode.   
 
The later discussion turns to the transactional and transformational organisational learning 
components of Model 1. Transformational organisational learning has the potential to lead to 
organisational innovation, while organisational control can reduce or enable the potential for 
transformational organisational learning. The interaction of these factors, as illustrated by 
Model 1, will be used to explain the limited use of organisational learning by the university in 
the development of its compact.    
 
‘Artefactural’ organisational learning 
 
The top left-hand side of Model 1 shows the ‘artefactural’ mode of organisational learning 
which, while limited, is a legitimate form of learning by the organisation through the gathering 
and interpretation of its data. The results of the research suggest that ‘artefactural’ learning 
has a similar conceptual lens to the codification of knowledge required to create ‘explicit 
knowledge’ (see Chapter 2). As discussed in Chapter 4, other examples of ‘artefactural’ 
learning include annual reports, quality audits and evaluations of professional development 
programs, all of which can be substantiated as forms of organisational learning, if of a limited 
nature. The results suggest that a conceptual predisposition to limit learning to an extant, 
explicit organisational product such as a prior mission statement is related to the 
‘artefactural’ mode of organisational learning.    
 
As discussed in Chapter 4 and shown in Figures 14 and 16, two participants, EM-B and EM-
C, viewed this type of organisational learning as a legitimate way for the university to 
improve its processes and develop its compact.  
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Model 1 shows a control lightning bolt between ‘artefactural’ and ‘systems and people’ 
modes of learning, indicating the organisational control mechanisms which may preclude, or 
enhance, the integration of artefactural learning into the organisation as a whole.  
 
The inclusion of the ‘artefactural’ mode of organisational learning is a new development in 
the conceptualisation of organisational learning, which has previously been focussed on the 
grander vision of what the researcher describes as ‘transformational’ organisational learning.  
As Watson (2002) stated ‘there is a tendency to view organisational learning as radical 
change’ (p.103). Model 1 enables the views of the participants who subscribe to the more 
limited mode of ‘artefactural’ organisational learning, which seeks to make improvements to 
the organisation’s functioning largely through organisational data, to be incorporated into the 
explanation of results rather than discarded as anomalies.  
 
The following quotes illustrate the importance of including ‘artefactural’ organisational 
learning in the model and to the university’s development of its compact. To discard such 
views as ‘not organisational learning’ would have been counter to the tenets of grounded 
theory which seeks to incorporate the data in its theoretical elaborations (Birks and Mills, 
2011. (In brief, if the data cannot be incorporated into the conceptual model, then the 
conceptual model isn’t comprehensive enough: a “bigger” concept must be developed).  
 
I think over the last few years (we’ve been) trying to get a bit more order into what we 
do, and part of that order is to run better processes, better systems…it’s that sort of 
process of understanding what’s happening and what we’re doing is right and we’re 
not caught out by things going wrong. (participant EM-B1, p.2)  
 
I think organisational learning through professional courses is a way of facilitating 
that. (participant EM-C1, p.1)  
 
Just because ‘artefactural’ organisational learning is limited in scope and participation, does 
not mean it is not a legitimate form of organisational learning; one would only hope that it 
was not the only form of organisational learning present in the university. Fortunately, the 
research found two other forms of rich and deep organisational learning.  
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‘Human learning in groups’ 
 
The top right-hand side of Model 1 shows the ‘human learning in groups’ mode of 
organisational learning (OL). Like ‘artefactural’ OL, ‘human learning in groups’ does not 
necessarily lead to ‘systems and learning’ organisational learning, as indicated by the control 
lightning bolt between the two modes of OL.   
 
As discussed in Chapter 2, ‘human learning in groups’ is similar to various authors’ 
definitions and uses of the term ‘community of practice (Lave and Wenger, 1991; Brown and 
Duguid, 1991; and Baumard, 1999) with an important distinction.  
 
From the analysis of the results, the researcher’s contention is that the ‘human learning in 
groups’ (HLiG) occurs in all organisations, because all organisations employ humans to 
achieve their objectives and deliberately or otherwise inculcate them into the organisation. 
Whether their participation is ‘legitimate’ and/or ‘peripheral’ (Lave and Wenger, 1991) or in a 
‘community of practice’ (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Baumard, 1999) is secondary to the 
contention that learning occurs ubiquitously, even unpleasant learning such as Argyris 
(1999) and Schein (1999) canvass.  
 
Relatively simple ways in which humans engage in the ubiquitous learning of HLiG are 
formal and informal orientation for new employees and formal and informal job and IT skills 
training. Even without a formal orientation or formal job training, Schein (1990; 1992; 1996; 
1999; 2003) and Argyris (1999; 2003; 2006) provide compelling arguments for why learning 
and enculturation occur in organisations. As discussed in chapter 2, Argyris (1999) argued 
that the most common form of organisational learning was what he termed ‘Model 1’ and 
constituted faulty reasoning; in Schein’s (1999) case it involved organisational enculturation.   
 
The ‘human learning in groups’ mode of organisational learning, as illustrated in the results 
for Figure 14, enables the incorporation of the participant, AMC-B, who considered that rich 
and deep learning was occurring in the university but which was not captured and utilised by 
the wider organisation. Two other participants, AMC-A and AMC-C made comments 
extolling the virtue of ‘human learning in groups’ but clarified that, in their view, 
organisational learning occurred when the localised learning was operationalised by the 
organisation as a whole. These results support the contention above: that HLiG occurs in 
organisations regardless of the formality of programs intended to implement it.  
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The following quote illustrates the importance of ‘human learning in groups’ in relation to the 
continuum of organisational learning shown in Model 1.  
 
I think it (organisational learning) occurs at a subterranean level. I think there’s 
significant organisational learning that occurs… in the experiences of general and 
academic staff at the university in what they do and what they remember…and what 
they share with each other... So I say it’s subterranean I don’t mean to say it’s 
hidden, but I do mean to say that it’s not visible, and they’re not the same things… 
The learning is contained within the walls of their section.  (participant AMC-B, pp.2 
and 5; emphasis added)  
 
While ‘human learning in groups’ may appear to be the richest form of organisational 
learning, as suggested by Lave and Wenger (1991) and Baumard (1999), from the analysis 
of the results the researcher’s contention is that the following mode of organisational 
learning has the most potential to transform the organisation.  
 
‘Systems and learning’ organisational learning 
 
The ‘systems and learning’ mode of organisational learning was initially presented in the 
phase 1 results at Figure 6 and explained at some length at that point.  
 
Figure 14 from the phase 2 results shows that ten of the thirteen participants clustered 
around this view of organisational learning. This type of learning was achieved through the 
synthesis of the ‘artefactural’ learning mode, such as quality audits and evaluations of 
professional development programs, with the ‘human learning in groups’ (HLiG) mode of 
knowledge sharing in localised groups.  
 
Unless the learning done by people within the organisation is incorporated into the 
organisation’s systems, policies and - most importantly - its practices, then the artefactural 
and HLiG modes of learning remain localised and therefore less effective for the 
organisation as a whole. As Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) stated,  
 
Socialisation aims at the sharing of tacit knowledge. On its own, however, it is a 
limited form of knowledge creation. Unless shared knowledge becomes explicit it 
cannot be easily leveraged by the organisation as a whole.  
Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995), p. 70  
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In relation to Model 1, the importance of the ‘systems and learning’ mode of organisational 
learning (OL) was that it was the only type which contained the potential to move beyond the 
transactional level to the transformational level, which in turn, was the only type of OL which 
could lead to innovation at the organisational level. That this did not occur at the university in 
relation to the development of its compact was lamented by several participants, as the 
following quotes illustrate:   
That sense of accomplishment in contributing to an organisation and an 
organisation’s learning by contributing your ideas about things… it’s not just about 
being more effective, it’s actually also about finding greater meaning in the work 
they’re doing… I don’t think it’s organisationally captured (at the university). That’s 
really a loss… you don’t have a sense of how much is lost… how powerful this level 
of organisational learning is. (participant AMC-B, pp. 2, 3 & 6) 
So there’s a lack of inspirational leadership…to say, the staff really are a part of this 
whole organisational learning effort that (the compact) will become a very powerful 
strategy because we all learn it, we all understand it, and are invested in it…I think 
the opportunity in a place like this will be missed because of the way it’s operating… 
it’s not shown itself to be developmental or transformational of the organisation’s 
culture. (participant AMC-A, pp.8-9)  
I agree with the premise that (in relation to organisational learning) the introduction of 
compacts was a lost opportunity for the university to engage more broadly with senior 
staff across both Schools and Portfolios. (participant GM-A3, p.1)  
 
The reasons why the university did not engage in deeper organisational learning for the 
development of its compact will be canvassed shortly. The remaining elements of Model 1 
need to be explained, particularly in regard to organisational control, before the reasons for 
the limited nature of organisational learning become apparent.  
 
Having clarified the three modes of organisational learning in the OL continuum at the top of 
Model 1, and having established that the university did not engage in the ‘systems and 
learning’ mode in the development of its compact, the discussion moves to the more 
complex levels of transactional and transformational learning.   
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Transactional organisational learning  
 
The two horizontal continua in Model 1, transactional and transformational OL, illustrate the 
relationships between the factors which were identified in the analysis of the research, and 
thus provide the conceptual framework for understanding the results of the study. To 
contextualise the theoretical elaboration involved in Model 1, a brief return to several points 
made in the literature review (Chapter 2) is required. Reference to Table 10 in Chapter 2, the 
summary of the main organisational learning theories used in the research, may be helpful.    
 
Figure 5 (Chapter 2) presented Argyris’s (1999) concepts of ‘single-loop’ and ‘double-loop’ 
learning. In brief, single-loop learning was learning that functioned to correct errors or 
‘mismatches’ using known tools and solutions. Argyris (1999) acknowledged that if the error 
or mismatch was corrected, then the problem was solved and further action was not 
required. In cases where single-loop learning did not resolve the problem, Argyris (1999) 
argued that double-loop learning could provide a higher-level solution through the revision of 
the governing variables behind the decision-making. In Model 1, single-loop learning has 
been adapted as ‘standard’ learning, and double-loop learning has been adapted as 
‘transformational learning’.   
 
Chapter 2 canvassed the two key limitations of Argyris’s (1999) conceptions of single- and 
double-loop learning in relation to the research. First, the Argyris (1999) model ignored the 
political pressures in organisational decision-making (Seo, 2003), a factor which the results 
found to be decisive in the development of the compact in the university.  
 
Second, the Argyris (1999) model is based on an individual, cognitive model of 
organisational learning. Argyris was particularly sceptical of attempts to attribute cognitive 
capacity to “organisations” and argued, instead, that the individual was the only meaningful 
entity capable of learning. Argyris’s (1999) model of organisational learning is one 
aggregated individual learning, which is quite different from the group type of learning found 
in the results of the research and which has been canvassed by Cook and Yanow (1993), 
Baumard (1999), Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), Lave and Wenger (1991), Weick (1995) and 
Schein (1999).  
 
The above two limitations were the reasons why Argyris’s (1999) models were not used as 
the principal organisational learning structure for the research. The issues of organisational 
control, exerted through the institution’s hierarchy in relation to the compact, and group-
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based learning were both key findings of the research. The researcher’s use of the terms 
‘transactional’ and ‘transformational’ learning are therefore new and move beyond Argyris’s 
(1999) definitions of single- and double-loop learning by incorporating both group learning 
and the power structures inherent in organisational decision-making.    
 
The results of the research suggest that the three modes of organisational learning identified 
in Model 1 operated along a ‘transactional’ continuum. The results show that use of the 
artefactural learning by the university in the development of the mission for its compact, 
which consisted of no new material, functioned in a ‘standard’ mode of learning which has 
parallels with single-loop learning. The compact was seen by participants most involved in its 
development as an administrative task to be completed (see Figures 7 & 14) and could 
therefore be completed with a previously established mission.   
 
The university solved the problem of finalising and submitting a compact without an 
examination - and possible revision - of the governing variables involved in the potential of 
the compact. The reason the participants remained in their individual or group paradigm was 
due to the organisational controls deployed in the university.   
 
Organisational controls along the transactional OL continuum 
 
As shown along the transactional continuum on Model 1, there are two points at which 
organisational controls can influence the continuum between artefactural, systems and 
people and the human learning in groups (HLiG) modes of OL. The model shows that these 
two control points operate between artefactural and systems and people on the left-hand 
side, and HLiG and systems and people on the right-hand side.  
 
The participants’ comments throughout the research consistently illustrated these control 
points, as discussed in chapter 4. For example, Figure 17 shows that 11 of the 13 
participants acknowledged that the compact was developed at the top without further 
consultation. The university’s executive decision-making process determined that the 
compact was developed using an extant artefact, which was the previously developed 
mission from the university’s Charter, and so precluded wider involvement by stakeholders. 
This finding was congruent with the centralisation of decision-making at the executive level 
argued by Marginson and Considine (2000).    
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The restriction of involvement in the compact illustrated points of organisational control 
which precluded the integration of the artefactural with the HLiG and systems and people 
modes of organisational learning.  
 
Figure 22 illustrates the potential for integration among these three modes of learning and is 
based on the literature canvassed in Chapter 2. It is important to note that the integration of 
the three modes of OL does not, in itself, lead to transformational OL.  
 
The researcher’s contention, based on the results, is that without an initial integration of the 
three modes of organisational learning the compact development process did not have the 
potential to move to a transformational level. In other words, the integration of the three 
modes of OL is a prerequisite for any subsequent development of transformational OL.  
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Figure 22 Representation of integrated transactional organisational learning 
 
 
Figure 22 illustrates the method by which artefactural and HLiG modes of organisational 
learning could be integrated into the systems and learning mode. The integration would be 
affected by genuine, robust and regular engagement with all stakeholders. When the 
‘artefactural’ and ‘human learning in groups’ modes are integrated into the ‘systems and 
people’ mode, they lead to the conversion of knowledge discussed by Nonaka and Takeuchi 
(1995).  
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The integration of the artefactural and HLiG modes of organisational learning require that the 
organisational control mechanisms in Model 1 can be used to link them with the 
organisation’s systems and people, rather than to keep them separate. The decision to link 
or continue to separate them from each other appeared, from the research and in the 
relevant literature such as Weick (1995b), Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), Argyris (1999) and 
Schein (1999), to be the result of decision making by the executive group.   
 
To illustrate the point that integration of the three modes of learning is possible, and is a 
result of executive decision making, all of the participants in the research commented on 
how staff could have been engaged in the development of mission and strategy. The four 
executive participants argued that the earlier consultation regarding the university’s Charter 
was substantial and genuine. The argument raised by these participants was that further 
consultation was not required because, essentially, the compact required no new material, 
just a refinement of already existing material, such as the mission developed for the Charter.  
 
The remaining nine participants either discussed staff engagement in strategic planning 
and/or provided examples of how staff can be engaged in mission development. Participant 
AMC-A summarised the possibilities of ‘systems and people’ organisational learning, as the 
following quote illustrates:   
 
…it’s not that hard to do. Engage your constituents and get ideas. Invite them to think 
big! What is this uniqueness that we want to foster and engage with and unite us all? 
… the staff really are a part of this whole organisational learning effort and that will 
become a very powerful strategy because we all learn it, we all understand it, and are 
invested in it. (Participant AMC-A, p.8)  
 
The final issue to note in regard to the transactional OL continuum of Model 1 relates to 
Weick’s (1995b) conceptions of the generic subjective and intersubjective levels of meaning. 
As discussed in Chapter 2, Weick (1995b) contended that it was the interaction between the 
generic subjective and intersubjective levels of meaning in the organisation that created the 
potential for innovation and creativity.  
 
The generic subjective level, which represented the impersonal structures of the 
organisation and imposed control, such as policies and procedures, needed to be balanced 
with the dynamic tensions inherent in the intersubjective level of meaning creation. The 
intersubjective level referred to the ‘human learning in groups’ mode of learning identified in 
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the research, and corresponded to Cook and Yanow’s (1993) ‘in congregate’ and Nonaka 
and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion. In brief, the intersubjective level was 
where people in the organisation met and discussed issues. Importantly, Weick (1995b) 
argued, not unlike Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) and Cook and Yanow (1993), that this type 
of meaning-making was the locus of creativity and innovation.  
 
In terms of the research, the result was that the executive decision-making regarding the 
earlier development of mission in the university’s charter meant that the ‘generic subjective’ 
level of control predominated over the intersubjective levels of meaning expressed by the 
other participants. The results suggest that this was the primary reason that the mode of 
organisational learning used to develop the compact was ‘artefactural’. The links between 
the artefactural and human learning in groups modes of organisational learning, as shown in 
Figure 22, were not made in relation to the development of the compact due to the 
imposition of the generic subjective control factors.  
 
That the imbalance between the generic subjective and intersubjective levels of meaning 
identified by the research could have been the result of Argyris’s (1999) ‘Model 1’ type of 
defensive reasoning, was beyond the scope of the research.  
 
The results show that the three modes of organisational learning on the transactional 
continuum of Model 1, presented above, did not connect in the development of the 
university’s compact. Given the lack of connection between the three modes of learning, it 
was not surprising that the organisation did not proceed to transformational organisational 
learning, and the consequent potential of innovation at the organisational level.   
 
Having established the transactional continuum of organisational learning in Model 1, the 
discussion turns to the transformational level of organisational learning. The analysis for the 
theoretical elaboration of the transformational level has been generated from both the 
literature, canvassed in Chapter 2, and the participant results, presented in Chapter 4.  
 
Transformational organisational learning  
 
The literature review (Chapter 2) introduced transformational learning and explored its 
relationship with the well known, two-level model of organisational learning, Argyris’s (1999) 
single- and double-loop learning. To refresh the adaptation of Argyris’s (1999) model to the 
research, single-loop learning was used in the research to characterise ‘transactional’ 
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organisational learning, which used established tools and processes to solve problems, and 
double-loop learning was used to characterise ‘transformational learning’. The differences 
between Argyris’s (1999) single- and double-loop learning are that transactional and 
transformational organisational learning recognise (a) the learning of groups and (b) the 
power structure inherent in organisations.   
 
As Argyris (1999) argued in relation to double-loop learning, transformational organisational 
learning involves the revision of governing variables of decision-making when the existing 
tools and processes do not resolve the issue or problem. Argyris’s central thesis throughout 
his career (Argyris and Schon, 1978; Argyris, 1999; 2003; 2006) has been that much 
organisational learning was hampered by remaining at the ‘single-loop’ level of correction of 
mistakes, rather than turning to ‘double-loop’ learning. In Argyris’s (1999) models, the 
thinking that lay behind single-loop learning was primarily defensive and limited rather than 
creative and productive. Argyris’s argument has been that many organisational problems 
require double-loop learning, which involves a revision of the governing variables behind 
decision-making. By embarking on double-loop learning, through his process of ‘action 
science’, Argyris (1999) argued that organisations could solve many of the problems created 
by defensive thinking which then lead to faulty decision-making.  
 
The following discussion refreshes the meaning of transformational learning in the light of 
the participants’ comments regarding the mission-based compact initiative.  
 
In a sense, the transformational level of organisational learning presents the “what might 
have been”, as expressed by a number of the participants. An executive manager 
(participant EM-A2), the four academic management and coordination participants (AMC-A, 
AMC-B, AMC-C and AMC-D), one of the general staff managers (GM-A) and the external 
participant, participant EX (Mr. Gallagher) all expressed views about how the compact could 
have been an opportunity for organisational transformation.  
 
A sample of comments which reflected the potential for transformational OL in the 
development of the university’s compact include the following:   
 
I think there was a genuine attempt by the commonwealth to see compacts as a 
disruptive innovation. In other words, to fundamentally change the way of the 
relationship of the commonwealth and universities and to see it as a bit disruptive 
and creating some equilibrium in relation to the power relationships… The question 
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would be: have the compacts… effectively been an opportunity for innovation? I think 
the answer is: yes. Have they then been an opportunity for disruptive innovation? In 
other words, making real, significant, structural change, changing the destiny of 
universities? I think the answer is: no… Compacts were all about changing a mind-
set.  
 
(participant EM-A2, pp.3-4; emphasis added)   
 
The concepts of ‘sustaining’ and ‘disruptive’ innovation were introduced in chapter 2. As a 
brief refresher, a sustaining innovation was the continued development of a product or 
service for the organisation’s most valued customers (Christensen and Eyring, 2011). A 
disruptive innovation was one which initially didn’t work as well, and possibly costed more 
than the existing product, but with continued development becomes the dominant product in 
the marketplace.  
 
The following discussion provides a brief overview of a disruptive innovation in the American 
university sector. Christensen and Eyring (2011) argue that online education is the disruptive 
innovation which has transformed the nature of American university education. The authors 
argue that most U.S. universities have previously attempted to emulate the traditional, 
research-intensive approach of Harvard University which they call “the Harvard Model” 
(p.xxvii). The corollary in Australia would be the University of Ballarat and CQUniversity 
attempting to emulate the medallion universities of The University of Melbourne and the 
Australian National University in research intensiveness.  
 
Given the inability of most American universities to match Harvard University’s funding and 
endowment, Christensen and Eyring (2011) argue that, by missing the disruptive innovation 
offered by online education, the other universities risk becoming uncompetitive. By contrast, 
the authors cite Brigham Young- Idaho University as an organisation which has grasped the 
disruptive innovation inherent in online education. The relatively recent advent of MOOCs – 
massive, open online courses – as discussed by Caplan (2013) and Pozniak (2013), support 
Christensen and Eyring’s (2011) contention that the potential and reach of online university 
courses has revolutionised the delivery of higher education across the globe. Pozniak (2013) 
states that 63,000 students signed up to the one course (subject) she had enrolled in 
through a MOOC.  
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Participant EM-A2’s comment in relation to the intention of the compact ‘changing the 
destiny of universities’ and the example of online education, as argued by Christensen and 
Eyring (2011) and evidenced in MOOCs (Caplan, 2013; Pozniak, 2013), provide helpful 
illustrations of the meaning of ‘transformation’ in the university sector. Christensen and 
Eyring (2011) use the expression ‘changing the university’s DNA’ (p.25) to illustrate the 
extent of the disruptive innovation which would be involved to ‘change the destiny of 
universities’. 
 
The nature of such a transformation resonates with Argyris’s (1999) double-loop learning to 
the extent that it requires a revision of the governing variables of the organisation’s decision-
making. As participant EM-A2 suggested, the compacts had the intention (and, from the 
perspective of several research participants) the opportunity to generate a transformation of 
the university’s operations and culture. In terms of the research, the results reflect the 
original intention of the compact initiative as a transformational organisational learning 
opportunity.  
 
The following quotes illustrate other components of transformational organisational learning, 
such as when learning is integrated across the vertical and horizontal groups of the 
organisation:     
 
It (the compact) could be an opportunity to enhance organisational learning if staff 
become more involved in a university’s own negotiation around compacts and if 
negotiation is brought out of the backroom and becomes more of a stage, to use a 
metaphor, which staff can observe and be involved in the negotiations around the 
compact… you have a whole organisation response to what goes on at the 
negotiating table around the compacts. 
 
(Participant AMC-B, p.2 and p.11; emphasis added)  
 
The quote illustrates the cultural perspectives of organisational learning (such as Cook and 
Yanow, 1991, Lave and Wenger, 1991, Baumard, 1999 and Schein, 1995; 1999) which 
argue that meanings can be created which are shared across sub-groups of the 
organisation. The participant’s comment illustrates the collective nature of organisational 
learning and the potential for the compact to have been a transformational organisational 
learning opportunity.  
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The next participant quote illustrates the importance of both the power structures in the 
compact initiative, at the university and governmental levels, and the opportunity the 
compact may have provided for a transformation of identity:   
 
The second real consideration is that even if we had seen the compact as an 
opportunity or an invitation by the feds to renew ourselves and reposition ourselves, 
how much would truly have been able to change for us to realise that new identity or 
that new focus for us to actually become that new identify? Because the policy 
settings are still there, the funding regimes are still there, institutional power 
structures within the university are still there. But if they’re saying “let’s have a 
complete review of funding, resourcing, internal restructuring, allocation of roles and 
responsibilities, rewards systems within the university, promotions, policies” then it 
actually becomes possible to work towards realising that new identity that may come 
through the compact.  
 
(Participant AMC-C, pp.13-14; emphasis added)   
 
Participant AMC-C’s comment reflects the limitations of Argyris’s (1999) model of single- and 
double-loop learning by raising the power structure inherent in both the government’s control 
levers, such as funding structures, and the university’s control levers, such as allocation of 
resources, reward systems, promotions and policies. The results show that the government’s 
funding levers, illustrated by the Funding Agreement (DIISRTE, 2012b, Attachment E), to 
have been central to the executive’s approach to the development of the compact. As 
participant EM-C1 stated, ‘the compact is a negotiated agreement between the federal 
government and the university about obtaining a bucket of money’ (p.2).   
 
Participant AMC-C’s comments, quoted above, also illustrate the potential for 
transformational organisational learning by acknowledging the opportunity for a new 
organisational identity. Such a new organisational identity would have captured the meaning 
of the term ‘mission’ canvassed in chapter 2 by generating a new raison d’etre for the 
university. The process for generating a new raison d’etre could have involved the 
transformation organisational learning suggested by many of the participants, as noted 
earlier.  
 
The following quote illustrates the meaning of a new raison d’etre in relation to Australian 
universities from the architect of the compact initiative, Mr Mike Gallagher (participant EX):   
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You’ve got to ask “why do you have universities?” You don’t have universities 
because they are a higher education service provider only. They actually exist in 
communities as institutions, as social institutions… you need other ways of providing 
continuity for the institution to function for other social purposes that you want 
universities for in your society. And that’s where compacts were trying to widen and 
fund (the scope of universities)…Universities engage in ways that go beyond their 
teaching and research missions… (however, with the compact implementation) there was 
not the sort of signal to the universities to say “here’s your chance to redesign your 
funding envelope for your strategic directions as you see them…. to ask “what do we 
want to be in 20 years, how do we link with this community and serve it properly?” It 
could have been quite a visionary thing to do.  
 
(Participant EX, Mr Mike Gallagher, pp.8 and 11; emphasis added) 
 
Mr Gallagher argued that the compacts were intended to be an opportunity for reconsidering 
the purpose and role of universities. In his view, the compact initiative could have generated 
discussion among universities and their stakeholders on the one hand, and the federal 
government on the other hand, regarding what the role of universities in society was. This is 
surely a review of raison d’etre. It was one of the main reasons Mr Gallagher titled the 
initiative ‘mission-based compacts’. As Mr Gallagher stated, ‘it could have been quite a 
visionary thing to do’ (participant EX, p.11).  
 
The four quotes above illustrate the potential for a transformation of meaning, purpose, 
identity and mission of universities inherent in the compact initiative. The results of the 
research suggest that such an opportunity would have required the transformational 
organisational learning proposed in Model 1.  
 
Organisational innovation 
 
Model 1 shows that the university would have needed to achieve transformational 
organisational learning in the development of its compact for it then to achieve innovation at 
the organisational level. As discussed in Chapter 2, innovation at the organisational level 
requires the successful balancing of the dynamic tension between innovation and control. 
The researcher’s term for the successful balance of the impersonal, organisational forces of 
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control (the ‘generic subjective’, Weick, 1995b) with the impetus for innovation (‘the 
intersubjective’, Weick, 1995b) was ‘the crucible of innovation’.  
 
Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion, Weick’s (1995b) crucible of 
innovation (the researcher’s term) and Argyris’s (1999) double-loop learning share common 
ground that such a balance has the potential to lead to innovation at the organisational level. 
As noted earlier, such a ‘crucible of innovation’ did not occur in the development of the 
university’s compact largely due to the two control points on the transactional continuum of 
Model 1. These control points precluded an integration of the three modes of transactional 
organisational learning: the artefactural, systems and people, and human learning in groups. 
Innovation at the organisational level was therefore unlikely to occur with such a limited 
approach to the development of the compact.   
 
Figures 20 and 21 in Chapter 4 provide the most comprehensive overview of the research 
results for innovation. As the figures show, the participants varied in their view of both the 
government’s intentions of bolstering innovation through the compact (Figure 20) and the 
extent to which the university innovated to meet the requirements of the compact (Figure 
21).  
 
Figure 20 shows that the responses of five participants were coded as ‘compact as a 
transformational opportunity’ yet in Figure 21 no participant responses were coded as 
showing that the compact had transformed innovation at the university. This is a noteworthy 
finding of the research: while five out of thirteen participants viewed the compact as an 
opportunity for a transformation of innovation at the organisational level, none reported such 
innovation as occurring in relation to the compact.  
 
Model 1 explains this result by showing that if the three modes of transactional learning are 
not first integrated, then the opportunity for transformational learning, and the concurrent 
opportunities for organisational innovation, are precluded. This is a noteworthy finding of the 
research in relation to mission based compacts and organisational learning. 
 
Before leaving the discussion of Model 1, the third control point between transactional and 
transformational organisational learning needs to be explained.  
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Organisational controls between transactional and transformational OL in Model 1 
 
Model 1 shows a third ‘control’ lightning bolt along the vertical axis between transactional 
and transformational organisational learning. In essence, this control point functions to either 
facilitate or inhibit transformational organisational learning.  
 
The results of the research suggest that two factors were at play in this control feature: both 
the internal controls of the university and the wider, sectoral controls, which were 
predominantly exerted by the federal government. In the study site, due to its dual-sector 
nature, the environmental controls included the state government’s control levers of funding, 
legislation and policy in relation to the TAFE component of the university.  
 
All the participants acknowledged the wider environmental constraints imposed on the 
university and the limitations they created for the development of the compact. The four 
executive participants – who were central to the compact’s development - stated that the 
fluid policy and funding environments, which created short time frames for policy responses 
and uncertainty about the longevity of any policy, were reasons for centralising development 
of the compact at the executive level and using a previously established mission.  
 
As discussed earlier, the decision to use established organisational documents and 
processes in the development of the university’s compact limited the nature of organisational 
learning to the ‘artefactural’ mode. The decision prevented the integration of the three modes 
of transactional organisational learning shown in Model 1: the ‘artefactural’, ‘human learning 
in groups’ and the ‘systems and learning’.  
 
However, as the third control point in Model 1 shows, even with an integration of the three 
modes of transactional organisational learning, transformational organisational learning is 
not guaranteed. As the key models adapted for the research recognise (Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, 1995; Weick, 1995b; Argyris, 1999) organisational learning can function at an 
operational, or ‘single-loop’ level, without changing the nature and ‘destiny’ of the 
organisation.  
 
Because the university did not achieve integration of the three modes of transactional 
organisational learning, the movement to transformational organisational learning was 
precluded. The results of the research cannot, therefore, be extrapolated to transformational 
organisational learning in the compact initiative. However, the third control point appears as 
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a noteworthy barrier between transactional and transformational learning because it clarifies 
the role of the wider environmental context, such as the various government’s funding, 
legislative and policy controls.  
 
Further research, in a university which had achieved transformational organisational 
learning, would need to be conducted to study the third control point between transactional 
and transformational organisational learning. Christensen and Eyring (2011) argue that 
Brigham Young–Idaho University is an American university which has achieved what could 
be characterised as transformational organisational learning in response to the disruptive 
innovation of online learning.   
 
By acknowledging the wider environmental context, the control point between transactional 
and transformational organisational learning in Model 1 provides the connection between the 
two models developed in the research. Model 1 was titled Institutional Organisational 
Learning and Model 2 was titled Organisational learning in the university sector in Australia.  
 
Model 2 presents the conceptual framework for the theoretical elaboration regarding the 
interaction between individual university compacts, the Australian university sector, and the 
government sector, which includes both the federal and state governments in the study site.   
 
The model has been developed through the analysis of both the compact and organisational 
learning literatures and the primary research. The acknowledgement of the wider, 
environmental factors at play, in both the literature and primary research, has proven to be a 
key determinant of the model.  
 
Model 2 is reproduced below to provide the context of the discussion regarding the 
connections between institutional organisational learning and the compact initiative in the 
Australian university sector. While Model 2 is grounded in the relevant literature and the 
research, further research would need to be conducted across a wider range, and a larger 
number, of universities to explore and substantiate the following discussion.   
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Model 2: Organisational learning in the Australian university sector  
 
 
Explanation of Model 2 
 
Model 2 enables the explanation, and extrapolation, of the results of the research in a 
number of ways which are discussed in turn. The model consists of six interlocking gears 
with three on the left-hand side, under the heading ‘Sector’, and three on the right-hand side 
under the heading ‘Individual Institution’. The three gears on the right-hand side integrate the 
individual institutional factors presented in Model 1 into Model 2, thus providing the link 
between the two models.   
 
The three gears on the left-hand side of Model 2 represent the wider environmental factors 
found to be relevant to the context of the compact initiative. The largest gear in Model 2, on 
the lower left-hand side of the figure, is ‘government policy’. The size of the gear represents 
the dominant role that government policy has in the university sector in Australia.  
 
As discussed in Chapter 2, the dominance of government policy, through both legislative 
frameworks and funding, was similar to public universities in the USA (NGA, 2007; Go8, 
2008b), the UK (HECFE, 2008; Go8, 2008b), New Zealand (NZ Ministry of Education, 2002; 
Eppel, 2009) and Australia (Macklin, 2006; Go8, 2008b). As Macklin (2006), Go8 (2008b) 
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and Marginson and Considine (2000) suggest, there is little disagreement that government 
policy drives the university sector in Australia.  
 
The other five gears of Model 2 consist of ‘sector innovation’, ‘sector landscape’, ‘institutional 
controls’, ‘institutional innovation’ and ‘organisational learning’. These gears function in an 
interlocking way and are active to the extent that is determined by the situated environment, 
particularly government policy and the individual university’s context. For example, if 
innovation is not encouraged by government policy then it is far less likely to occur at the 
sector or individual institution levels (Marginson and Considine, 2000). The relative size of 
the five non-government gears may therefore vary according to the nature of government 
policy at the time and in relationship with the situated context of each university.  
 
A dependency approach to the operation of the five non-government gears in Model 2 to 
government policy was supported by the research and the literature. For example, 
Marginson and Considine (2000) argue that the limited range of government policy 
objectives and funding since the Dawkins era has lead to the corporatised university, which 
they term the ‘enterprise university’ (p.3). The authors argue that limited government 
objectives and funding have ‘encouraged conformism, not creativity’ (p.253) in individual 
universities and across the university sector. The effect of government policy flows through 
the sector and the individual universities. The ‘government policy’ gear of Model 2 
constitutes the bulk of the following discussion.  
 
The purpose of the following analysis is to provide the context for the key point regarding 
model 2, which is the connection between institutional organisational learning (Model 1) and 
the compact initiative in the Australian university sector (Model 2). To enable the integration 
of the institutional model with the sectoral model, the following discussion incorporates 
issues and views from the government sector, the university sector, the individual 
universities studied and the research participants.  
 
Government policy 
 
Chapter 2 canvassed eight factors which were relevant to the landscape of the compact 
initiative over 2006-12. These eight points constitute the ‘government policy’ gear of Model 
2:  
- the implementation of the compact initiative was different from its conception 
- the concept and practice of the compacts have been contested 
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- the compact initiative was coexistent with major policy, personnel and structure flux 
- limited government objectives and funding have lead to the ‘corporatisation’ of the 
university sector and the dominance of decision-making by the university’s executive  
- the nature of policy change raised several inherent issues which were described 
using complexity theory  
- the identification and relative positioning of the architect of the compacts (Participant 
EX, Mr Mike Gallagher) 
- the sensitivities surrounding the research in relation to contemporary public and 
policy players 
- the 2010 Interim compact followed by the 2011-13 “full” Compact.   
 
Of the above eight factors, three were identified as particularly relevant to the discussion of 
the government policy gear in Model 2: policy flux; the changing stewardship of the compact 
initiative; and the nature of decision-making and change in universities. While the following 
discussion presents each of these issues in turn, the issues overlapped and generated a 
high degree of complexity in the period relevant to the research (October, 2011 – February, 
2013).      
 
Policy flux 
 
In relation to policy flux, Chart 1 shows the introduction of ‘demand-driven funding’ in 2012 
(DEEWR, 2011). All four executive participants stated that the shorter funding cycle which 
demand-driven funding created upended the relatively stable funding environment of the 
previous rolling triennial arrangements. All four executive participants also noted the more 
fluid political environment of the minority Gillard federal government at the time (June, 2010 
– June, 2013). The relatively stable funding and policy environment of rolling triennial 
funding had been explicitly stated as important to the success of the compact initiative in 
earlier publications such as Macklin (2006) and Go8 (2008b).  
 
The four executive participants, and participant AMC-C, argued that demand-driven funding 
usurped the ability to conduct even short-term strategic planning by creating a system on 
which funding could only be ascertained on a semester-by-semester basis. The university 
had thus moved to an approach of ‘scenario planning’ rather than strategic planning 
(Participant EM-D, p.7).  The following participant quotes illustrate the difficulty of policy flux 
in relation to the ‘government policy’ gear in Model 2.   
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Participant EM-A2 described the contemporaneous policy environment of 2011-12 as a 
‘policy tornado’ (Participant EM-A2, p.8). The participant suggested that a different 
interpretation of the term ‘compact’ was one which connoted physical compression. The 
participant stated that the compression of time available to universities to respond to the 
policy changes incorporated in, and consequent to, demand-driven funding were very 
difficult to deal with. S/he argued that the former rolling triennial funding allowed for short-
term strategic planning while demand-driven funding, by compressing funding cycles within 
political flux, made such planning impossible (participant EM-A2, p.7).  
 
Participant EM-A2 considered that demand-driven funding actually worked in opposition to 
the uniqueness and differentiation that had been the goal of the compacts. As the participant 
stated:  
 
The key driver of the compacts… was uniqueness and diversity. And the policy lever 
for the compacts was to have universities articulate their uniqueness and how they’re 
different from others to justify their sustainability… And it’s faded very, very quickly in 
the light of the lifting of the caps (demand-driven funding)…There is no sense at all 
now, in a policy direction, that what we’re looking for in the sector is uniqueness and 
diversity… the cycle has essentially been replaced by an enrolment cycle with the 
lifting of the caps. Yes, it’s impossible to do a strategic plan… it’s hugely complex, 
unpredictable and, in terms of concepts of cycles, it’s put that at the forefront: the 
enrolment cycle and the political cycle.  
(Participant EM-A2, p.4; p.7)  
 
The following quote illustrates the connection, or perhaps the disconnection, between the 
short funding cycle, the political flux of the contemporaneous period and organisational 
leaning.   
 
It’s very difficult for an organisation to have some kind of stability to learn from itself if 
it is moving away from the tracks that it is on. You need to watch the journey of an 
organisation to learn from the organisation, but if it’s currently being reframed for you 
it is difficult to learn from the cycle. That’s where we are now… the mission becomes 
less and less important if the fundamental policy drivers are shifting so quickly in 
federal government.  
 
(Participant EM-D, p.12)  
272 
 
 
The comment reflects the quote from Eppel (2009), provided at the opening of this chapter, 
than likens the navigation of policy change in contemporary universities to the attempt to 
swim across a river that is changing both its path and current.   
 
Changing stewardship of the compact initiative 
 
In regard to the changing stewardship of the compact initiative in the ALP, section 2.4 
(Chapter 2) outlined the key personnel changes. In all, between 2006 and February, 2013, 
there were six elected ALP representatives with responsibility for tertiary education and 
research. Given the changes to relevant department structures, such as the creation of 
DIISRTE in December, 2011, and the on-going changes to key departmental staff, the 
concept of continuity for the compact initiative appears problematic. As participant EM-D 
stated:   
 
We’re constantly having to explain the uniqueness of the university... it’s not an 
exaggeration to say that each time I visit the (government) department I have to re-
introduce myself to new people. Every time I have visited over the last few years, the 
policy person has changed, and this is the significant policy person, the lead, the 
branch manager of the policy area of the department has changed… I think many 
people would see it (the compact) as a rolling document rather than something that is 
date-stamped for three years, because it can be changed at a whim by the 
government.   
  
(Participant EM-D, pp. 9, 11 and 12)  
  
The stewardship situation was further complicated by the absence of the initiative’s architect 
from direct involvement in the subsequent development and implementation of the compact 
program. As noted earlier, Mr Gallagher was a policy advisor to the Hon. Jenny Macklin, MP 
in 2006 and wrote the proposal for the original compact proposal, Macklin (2006). However, 
after that period, Mr Gallagher was not a government departmental member or an internal 
policy advisor. During the period of the research, October, 2011 - February, 2013, Mr 
Gallagher was CEO of the university representative organisation, the Group of Eight 
Universities. Mr Gallagher’s comments about the compact initiative as it was implemented 
over 2010-2012 were quite critical, as noted below.  
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I was appalled, actually. I mean, it was reductionist…if you take the view that you are 
going to fund it (the university system) on student demand and let the competition go, 
and it doesn’t matter what happens to the supply, and you don’t want to engage in 
that debate, then you’ve lost part of the policy architecture. So the fact that they didn’t 
have an understanding of universities beyond just service providers of education 
meant that they’ve got a compact which is just about accountability for the money 
you’re getting for the students you’re taking… I think that’s just really sad, and it is a 
lost opportunity.  
 (participant EX, p. 9; Mr Mike Gallagher)  
 
The above quotes reflect the lack of consistent stewardship of the initiative at the political 
and departmental levels and the absence of the policy’s architect, Mr Gallagher, from the 
implementation of the initiative. The significant shift of policy attention, in this case from the 
compacts to demand-driven funding, also reflects Eppel’s (2009) contention regarding the 
vagaries of policy implementation in public universities.   
 
The nature of decision-making and change in Australian universities 
 
The final components of relevance to the discussion of the ‘government policy’ gear in Model 
2 are the nature of decision-making and policy change in Australian universities. The reason 
these issues are presented together is due to the interlocking nature of their relationship in 
the research.  
 
As discussed in Chapter 2, Marginson and Considine (2000) presented the context and 
consequences of the centralisation of decision-making at the executive level and Eppel 
(2009) raised complexity issues regarding policy implementation in public universities. The 
key point in relation to the research was that the university executive decided on the 
approach for the development of the university’s compact. While this does not sound 
unexpected, its consequence was profound in the subsequent approach to, and 
development of, the compact.  
 
As discussed earlier, the executive approached the compact largely as an administrative 
activity which did not require engagement or consultation with staff. A variety of reasons was 
presented for this decision which included the rapidity of policy change at the time, the 
consultation that had previously occurred regarding the university’s Charter, and the 
concurrent organisational restructure known as the ‘UB Blueprint’.  
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The decision also reflects Marginson and Considine’s (2000) argument regarding the 
centralisation of decision-making at the executive level and the concurrent deconstruction of 
collegial academic engagement and participation. The controlling effect by the executive was 
so noticeable that one executive participant stated that s/he was aware of the lack of 
engagement by staff in the university’s strategic direction. The following quote highlights the 
consequences of the decision to view the development of the compact as an essentially 
administrative process:     
 
I think it’s (policy turbulence and short-time frames) created two types of situations for 
staff. One is probably the feeling of alienation, of disconnect in relation to working in 
the organisation and even just knowing the strategic direction of the organisation has 
now become problematic. And secondly, has reinforced this view, to some extent 
amongst some staff of the institution, that the destiny of the institution is way beyond 
their control as an academic staff member or even input.  
(participant EM-A2, p.6) 
 
The acknowledgement of the exclusion of staff ‘voice’ from the development of the 
university’s strategic direction evokes the argument made by Marginson and Considine 
(2000) and Barnett (2011) that such exclusion will likely result in resistance to change and 
implementation failure. As Marginson and Considine (2000) state, ‘the resource under-
exploited is that of shared institutional purpose’ (p.250).  
The other key reflection on the centralisation of the compact’s development is from 
Sharrock’s (2012) configuration of university mission. As discussed in chapter 2, Sharrock 
(2012) proposed four ‘zones’ of mission development, two of which lend themselves to 
centralised executive decision-making: System Integrity and Sustainable Enterprise. 
However, Sharrock (2012) argued that university missions were driven by Creative 
Engagement, which he argued required ‘local flexibility’ in terms of academic engagement. 
The missing part of the compact’s development was the collegial engagement of 
stakeholders in the Professional Community aspect of Sharrock’s (2012) four mission zones.  
Developing a Professional Community requires academic collegiality and engagement of 
internal stakeholders (Sharrock, 2012). The research showed that development of the 
compact was a lost opportunity regarding staff engagement in the identity and mission of the 
university. While reasons were identified in the research to justify such a process, and the 
literature provided a comprehensive context for the centralisation of decision-making at the 
executive level, the nature of the compact argued for the engagement of staff in 
275 
 
 
transformational organisational learning. That the compact offered the opportunity for 
transformational organisational learning, which could have led to innovation at the 
organisational level, was an opportunity for remaking the identity of the institution. As 
Marginson and Considine (2000) argue, ‘institutional reinvention is about remaking identity’ 
(p.244).  
The lost opportunity presented by the compacts, which the analysis of the five universities’ 
compacts suggests was not limited to the study site, lead to the development of the research 
recommendations.   
In conclusion, Models 1 and 2 provide a conceptualisation of the results of the research and 
include the unexpected results for control and innovation. Model 1 focusses on the individual 
institution studied and Model 2 is an extrapolation of the results to the sector as a whole. The 
following section presents the recommendations of the research.  
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5.3 Recommendations 
Given the extensive discussion of the relevant issues throughout the thesis, the presentation 
of the recommendations adopts a report-format approach rather than an extensive 
contextualising discussion of each recommendation.  
The recommendations should operate collectively, that is, in concert with each other. It 
would be unlikely if a clearer definition of mission on its own would generate transformational 
organisational learning, for example. However, in concert the recommendations have the 
potential to create innovation at the organisational level in Australian universities.  
 
1.  ‘Mission’ definition and guidelines for development  
 
To be of value, the term ‘mission’ needs to be explicitly defined and its meaning in 
the particular context explained at some depth for it to have efficacy and relevance. 
Methods by which mission could be developed by universities, such as stakeholder 
engagement, should be canvassed in the promulgation of mission policy.   
 
Further discussion regarding mission development, including concluding remarks are 
presented in Chapter 6.  
 
2.        The model of accountability between the Australian government and  
universities should be clarified 
 
The underlying model of accountability between the government and universities 
should be clarified when formulating a ‘compact’ or ‘contract’ arrangement between 
them. A ‘compact’ denotes a high level of trust between cooperating parties in a 
partnership. The sanctions of a compact are usually social and relational.  
 
A ‘contract’ operates in a purchaser-provider arrangement between parties and is 
less dependent on high levels of trust. The sanctions of a contract are usually 
financial and legal.  
 
If a compact arrangement was entered into between the Australian government and 
universities, then a different nature of accountability between them – one that reflects 
the higher levels of trust required – should be identified and agreed. The sanctions in 
such a compact would not be financial or legal, but nevertheless binding on both 
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parties. Such a relationship is different from the one that currently exists between 
government and universities, and so considerable discussion and policy development 
between the parties would be required.    
 
3.  Engagement of the ‘Professional Community’ in mission development, 
particularly for a ‘compact’  
The Professional Community and Creative Engagement aspects of Sharrock’s (2012) 
mission ‘zones’ require engagement of the university staff in the development of the 
university’s mission. While all Australian universities have established missions, 
revision of the mission involving internal and external stakeholder engagement would 
facilitate institutional reinvention of identity and ownership of the revised mission by 
the university’s staff.  
The research identified that, for a variety of reasons, the Professional Community of 
Australian universities appears to be under siege. At the research site, the 
Professional Community was not included in the development of the mission-based 
compact. The active engagement of academic and general staff, particularly for 
mission development, is necessary for an institutional identity which is shared and 
‘owned’ among university staff.   
   
4.  Transformational organisational learning 
 
Universities need to engage in transformational organisational learning to enable the 
development of innovation at the institutional level. Transformational organisational 
learning harnesses the localised pockets of organisational learning currently 
occurring in universities at the institutional level. Unless deep organisational learning 
is developed at the institutional level, the plethora of localised organisational learning 
efforts will not lead to innovation at the institutional level.    
 
5.  Funding and policy stability 
 
While acknowledging the particularly volatile political period of the research (during 
the Gillard minority Labor government of June, 2010-June, 2013), policy makers 
should consider the relative stability of funding and policy regimes with which 
universities have to contend.  
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A higher degree of funding and policy stability would enable universities to more 
adequately construct and engage their stakeholders in the Professional Community 
and Creative Engagement aspects of Sharrock’s (2012) mission zones.  
 
The research has shown that the constant ‘white-water rafting’ of the recent funding 
and policy environment has obviated strategic planning at the study site and replaced 
it with ‘scenario planning’. Given that Australian universities are reliant on 
government policy and funding, and are not autonomous, a relatively stable period of 
funding and policy would enable a deeper and more engaged response to initiatives 
such as mission-based compacts.    
 
 
5.4 Chapter summary 
 
The chapter has presented the discussion and recommendations which arose from the 
research. The key discussion points were in relation to the two models which were 
developed from the analysis of the results.  
 
Model 1, Institutional Organisational Learning, explained the results from the primary 
research site, the University of Ballarat. Three modes of organisational learning (OL) were 
identified in Model 1: artefactural, systems and people, and human learning in groups. The 
university used artefactural organisational learning to develop its mission based compact by 
relying on established organisational artefacts for the university’s mission and other 
components of the compact. While pockets of organisational learning were found to occur in 
the university, constituting the ‘human learning in groups’ mode of OL, these pockets of 
learning were not integrated into the organisation’s learning efforts for the compact.  
 
The key argument behind Model 1 is that the three modes of OL need to be integrated into a 
‘whole of organisation’ learning process to transcend the purely transactional nature of un-
integrated learning. The argument of the research has been that the compacts presented a 
transformational organisational learning opportunity which could have led to innovation at the 
organisational level, however this did not occur. 
 
Model 2, ‘Organisational learning in the university sector in Australia’, explained the results 
of the research, particularly the analysis of the five university compacts selected for the 
study. The model provides the link between the individual university, the university sector 
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and the federal government’s policy and funding framework. A number of issues were 
discussed in relation to this highly complex environment, three of which were policy flux, the 
changing stewardship of the compact initiative and the nature of decision-making and 
change in Australian universities.  
 
Five recommendations were made to improve the development and implementation of 
compact-like arrangements in the future.  
 
The following chapter presents the conclusion of the research.    
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CHAPTER 6.       CONCLUSION 
 
 
We shall not cease from exploration 
And the end of all our exploring 
Will be to arrive where we started 
And know the place for the first time.  
 
From ‘Little Gidding’. T.S. Eliot (1974). p.222   
 
Chapter Overview 
 
The chapter begins with a discussion of the main concepts of the research: mission, 
compact, organisational learning and the nature of the policy environment and decision-
making in Australian universities. The following section presents a summary of the results by 
answering the research questions posed at the beginning of the study. The chapter 
concludes with the research limitations and directions for future research. (The implications 
of the research are addressed in the Recommendations section contained in Chapter 5.)  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
6.1 Main concepts of the research 
 
The major concepts of the research were the following.  
 
Mission 
 
The term ‘mission’ was found to have multiple meanings in the general academic literature, 
limited definitions in the practitioner literature and relatively limited discussion in the 
academic literature on universities. Zemsky, Wegner and Massy (2005) provided a helpful 
view of the competing forces of ‘the market’ and mission in their conceptualisation of 
American public universities. These authors argued that universities must embrace the 
‘agora’ of commercial enterprise to have the discretionary funds available to achieve the 
mission embodied in the ‘acropolis’ of the public good.  
 
Brown and Muirhead (2001) and Sharrock (2012) provided helpful analyses of mission in the 
Australian university academic literature. Brown and Muirhead (2001) identified a university’s 
civic mission as the development of personal maturity and ethical responsibility to society. 
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Sharrock (2012) provided a helpful model of mission by suggesting four ‘zones’ of mission 
development: Professional Community, Creative Engagement, System Integration and 
Sustainable Enterprise. Professional Community and Creative Engagement require ‘local 
flexibility’, that is, trust in the judgement of the relevant stakeholders at the local level. 
System Integration and Sustainable Enterprise focus on the levers of ‘institutional stability’, 
such as the financial and policy controls exerted by university management.  
 
Sharrock’s (2012) model was used, along with other relevant literature, to position the 
missions of the five universities studied in the research. As suggested by Sharrock (2012), 
the five university compacts analysed reflected components of all four ‘zones’ of mission.     
 
The nebulous meaning of the term ‘mission’ in the practitioner literature and the lack of 
discussion regarding its development by universities in the compact template (DIISRTE, 
2012b) lead to recommendation 1 of the research.      
 
Compact 
 
The term ‘compact’ was found to have different meanings to the more common term 
‘contract’. The literature on international compacts (see chapter 2, sections 2.3.5 - 2.3.10) 
and the intention of the Australian university compact initiative (Macklin, 2006; Go8 2008b), 
argued that a ‘compact’ was an agreement based on high levels of trust between partners in 
a relationship of mutual accountability (Brown and Jagadananda 2007). The sanctions for 
breaches of trust in a compact were more relational and social than legal and financial. By 
contrast, a contract was a financial and legal arrangement between parties in a purchaser-
provider relationship.  
 
It quickly became apparent in the research that the nature of the financial and legal 
relationship between the federal government and universities, and the published 
commentary regarding the relative lack of trust between them, suggested that the compact 
model was a misalignment of relationship types. The research showed conclusively that the 
government and universities are in a highly complex relationship that, post Dawkins, is 
primarily a purchaser-provider relationship which has multiple financial and policy incentives 
and sanctions for universities, but none at all for the government. 
 
The misalignment of accountability models, and the apparent lack of trust between the 
parties, led to recommendation 2.      
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Organisational Learning 
 
The literature review on organisational learning canvasses the view that there is not an 
agreed, single definition of organisational learning. The definitions selected for the research 
functioned in a layered approach, with a simpler definition provided by Easterby-Smith and 
Lyles (2003). These authors argued that organisational learning was the study of learning 
processes in organisations by individuals and groups with the purpose of understanding and 
critiquing what was taking place. Argyris’ (1999) definition was more stringent than this by 
arguing that the term ‘organisational learning’ only applied to learning that was put into 
practice and resulted in changed organisational behaviour. By contrast, Cook and Yanow 
(1993) argued that there could be meaningful learning in organisations which did not 
necessarily lead to action or behaviour change.  
 
While acknowledging the value of the various definitions canvassed in the literature review, 
the definition of organisational learning which was most helpful to the research was Schein’s 
(2003). Schein argued that individual and group learning could be synthesised so that the 
mental models used by sub-groups in the organisation became shared across the 
organisation as a whole. This view of organisational learning enabled the results of the 
research to make sense, as the organisational learning in the research site functioned in 
pockets of localised learning which were not integrated across the organisation as a whole.    
 
Three published models were used to generate the conceptualisation of organisational 
learning developed in the research (Chapter 2, sections 2.6.4-2.6.11). The three models 
were: Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion, Argyris’ (1999) model 
of single- and double-loop learning and Weick’s (1995b) model of sensemaking.   
 
Table 10 in Chapter 2 provides a summary of these three models. In brief, Nonaka and 
Takeuchi’s (1995) model of knowledge conversion enables a coherent view of how individual 
tacit knowledge can be transformed into tacit and explicit group knowledge and shared 
across the organisation. Argyris’ (1999) model clarifies the differences between single-loop 
learning and the deeper level of double-loop learning that involves an alteration in the 
governing variables, or the principles behind decision-making.   
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Weick’s (1995b) model provides a lens for understanding how the different levels of 
interaction in organisational life lead to ‘sensemaking’, or how the individual and group make 
sense of what’s going on in the organisation.  
 
While these models were helpful, they did not explain the results of the research on their 
own, or in combination. In brief, the key limitations of the Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) 
model were that: it did not address the control factors which emerged during the research;  
and the model was, strictly speaking, a model of knowledge conversion and not 
organisational learning. The key limitation of the Argyris (1999) model was that it also did not 
explain the control factors which emerged in the research, particularly the control 
relationships embedded in the organisation’s hierarchy. The limitation of Weick’s (1995) 
model was that it was generalised and did not include the organisational learning issues on 
which the research was focused. The researcher wishes to acknowledge the many strengths 
of the three models and the contributions over many years made by these prominent 
scholars.   
 
Given the limitations of the three published models noted above a new model had to be 
developed to explain the results of the research. The result was Model 1: Institutional 
Organisational Learning, which does explain the results of the research.  
 
  
The nature of the policy environment and decision-making in Australian 
universities  
 
Chapter 2 canvasses the nature of the environment in which Australian universities operated 
in regard to the compact initiative during the period of the research. The environment was 
characterised as highly complex with many interacting factors in which new policies may 
clash with existing policies. Eight factors of particular relevance were presented, in addition 
to the many larger-scale landscape changes over the relevant period (Charts 1 and 2).  
 
Three factors were chosen for deeper discussion: the policy flux of the period; the changing 
stewardship of the compact initiative; and the nature of decision-making and change in 
Australian universities.  
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The key points of the discussion were the following:   
 
- The high level of policy flux, particularly the introduction of demand-driven funding, 
obviated the settled environment considered necessary for the introduction of 
compacts (Macklin, 2006; Go8, 2008b). Several executive participants stated that 
demand-driven funding actually worked in opposition to the goals of uniqueness and 
differentiation that had been in the compact.   
 
- The political stewardship of the compact initiative changed hands many times and 
co-existed with significant change at the departmental level. It was argued that the 
absence of the initiative’s architect, Mr Mike Gallagher, from the implementation of 
the initiative was a contributing factor to its limited success.  
 
- The complexity of policy change, in combination with the established centralisation of 
decision-making at the executive level in Australian universities, lead to the compact 
being viewed as an administrative process which could be completed using extant 
artefacts. This process lead to the dominance of the ‘institutional stability’ 
components of Sharrock’s (2012) configuration of university mission at the expense 
of the ‘local flexibility’ factors (see Figure 2b). The Professional Community zone of 
Sharrock’s (2012) model was conspicuously absent from the development of the 
compact and was commented on by all the internal university participants.   
 
The above factors operated in conjunction and affected each other in ways which were 
discussed using Eppel’s (2009) contention regarding complexity theory in large 
organisations.      
 
Model 2, Organisational learning in the Australian university sector (Section 5.2, Chapter 5) 
was developed to conceptualise the nature of the interactions between the government, 
sector and individual university.  
 
The discussion now turns to a concluding summary of the results.  
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6.2 Summary of the results: answers to the research questions  
 
The discussion takes the approach of answering the four research questions posed at the 
beginning of the research (Chapter 1). Each research question is answered in turn.  
 
 
Primary research question 
 
The primary research question was:    
 
1. “In what ways, and to what extent, did the University of Ballarat (UB) engage in 
organisational learning in relation to the development and implementation of its 
mission-based compact?” 
 
Research answer:  
 
The university employed an ‘artefactural’ form of organisational learning to complete its 
compact. Existing organisational documents and processes were used to complete what 
was viewed as an administrative requirement. Wider stakeholder engagement was not 
conducted and the executive decided on what should be in the compact. Importantly, the 
university used its established Charter for the section regarding mission in the compact 
template.   
 
Secondary research questions  
 
The secondary research questions were:   
 
2. “What are the generic components of organisational learning and compacts at UB?” 
 
Research answer:  
 
Model 1 conceptualises the three forms of organisational learning which were identified in 
the research: ‘artefactural’, ‘systems and people’ and ‘human learning in groups’. The 
artefactural mode has been noted above. ‘Human learning in groups’ described the localised 
pockets of learning in groups which were found to occur in the university during the 
research.  
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‘Systems and learning’ describes the combination of the ‘artefactural’ and ‘human learning in 
groups’ modes of OL which could lead to Schein’s (1999) sharing of mental models across 
the sub-groups of the organisation. While many of the participants described this type of 
organisational learning as an ideal, or one which they had experienced elsewhere, the 
results showed that this form of organisational learning was not evident in relation to the 
university’s development of its compact.   
 
The generic components of the compact were identified in Table 9 (Chapter 2), Table 15 and 
the discussion following the table (Chapter 4). In relation to the research, the key component 
of the compact template was the discussion of university mission. The mission statements of 
the five university compacts analysed covered the four elements of Sharrock’s (2012) 
configuration of mission: Creative Engagement, Professional Community, System Integrity 
and Sustainable Enterprise.  
 
Recommendation 1 focuses on improving the depth and clarity of the definition of university 
mission in future university-government agreements. Recommendation 3 proposes that the 
professional community of academic and general staff, in addition to other stakeholders, 
should be engaged, not just consulted, in the re-development of a university’s mission for a 
compact-like agreement.  
 
 Research question 3 “How, and to what extent, did organisational learning occur at UB?” 
 
Research answer: 
 
As noted above, organisational learning was found to occur at UB at both the ‘artefactural’ 
and ‘human learning in groups’ modes. The research did not uncover examples of the 
‘systems and people’ mode of organisational learning to the extent that the learning became 
shared across the sub-cultures of the organisation as a whole. The research uncovered 
quite large scale pockets of organisational learning, such as at the School level, but this 
learning was still localised and not shared among the wider network of organisational 
members.  
 
Research question 4: “How could organisational learning be improved by the implementation 
of a sector-wide innovation like mission-based compacts?” 
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Research answer: 
 
Model 1 and Recommendation 5 provide the answer to this question. In brief, organisational 
learning can be improved by engagement of the Professional Community in the re-
development of the university’s mission and the integration of the ‘artefactural’ and ‘human 
learning in groups’ into ‘systems and people’ OL. Such a synthesis has the potential to 
transcend the transactional level of OL and generate transformational OL.  
 
The results of the research suggest that transformational organisational learning could 
engender innovation at the organisational level. Such innovation would have fulfilled the 
intention of the compact initiative.     
 
The discussion now turns to the final component of the thesis: the limitations and future 
directions of the research.  
 
6.3 Limitations and directions of future research 
 
The limitations of the research were canvassed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.9). In brief, the 
limitations were those associated with a qualitative study of a relatively small number of 
participants: the results are specific to the participants at the time of the study and may not 
be generalisable to other participants, research sites and contexts.  
 
Section 3.4 (Chapter 3) included a discussion regarding the use of the term ‘theory’ in 
grounded theory research. The researcher’s view is that the results of a study such as this 
lead justifiably to ‘theoretical elaboration’ and the development of conceptual models, but not 
to a ‘theory’. Wider scale research with a larger number of participants and universities 
would be required for what Glaser and Strauss (1967) describe as a ‘formal theory’.  
 
While this study could lay claim to having developed a ‘substantial theory’ in grounded 
theory terminology, which is limited to the circumstances of the research site, the 
connotations of the word ‘theory’ suggest a larger context to the researcher than that argued 
by Glaser and Strauss (1967), Bryant and Charmaz (2007a and b) and Birks and Mills 
(2011). The acknowledged limitation of the researcher’s preference for ‘theoretical 
elaboration’, in terms of the ‘essential grounded theory’ of Birks and Mills (2011), led to the 
use of a modified form of grounded theory in the research.  
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The directions for future research are promising. While the university policy context will most 
likely remain relatively volatile, the instruments of engagement between universities and 
government will continue to evolve. Whether future agreements are specifically titled 
‘compacts’ or not is of secondary importance to the nature of the relationship between the 
parties, the accountabilities each possess and the level of trust between them. Such issues 
will continue to evolve in the shifting policy context of the future.  
 
With the fluid policy environment in mind, future research could explore the usefulness of 
Models 1 and 2 across a range of universities and a larger sample of participants. The use of 
a mixed methodology could explore both the nature of organisational learning and the 
relative strength of response of each issue. 
 
The nature and level of involvement of the Professional Community (Sharrock, 2012) in 
university mission development, and the inherent requirement for organisational learning in 
such a process, provides a helpful lens for tracking the degree of engagement of 
stakeholders in mission development. Given the continued pressures on universities to have 
both unique missions and yet respond quickly to conforming pressures like particular funding 
and quality regimes, the topic of mission development creates rich research options which 
are relatively under- researched in the Australian context.   
 
Finally, the importance of organisational learning cannot be over-estimated. While the topic 
has faded somewhat in business fashion, the issues of organisational learning remain. 
Future research could investigate the relationship between organisational learning, mission 
development and stakeholder engagement in a wider context and possibly lead to a model 
for practitioners. Given the nature and size of the Australian university sector, such a model 
could be very useful. In a larger perspective, such a model could be researched in the 
international university environment.  
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ABBREVIATIONS  
 
ACGR Australian Competitive Grants Register. A list of competitive grants available 
for category 1 research income.  
ARC Australia Research Council.  
ATAR Australian Tertiary Admission Rank 
ATN Australian Technology Network of universities. Members include: Curtin 
University, University of South Australia, Queensland University of 
Technology, RMIT University and University of Technology, Sydney. (Note: 
Swinburne University of Technology is not a member of the ATN although it is 
often benchmarked against the group)  
ATSIA Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australian 
CAQDAS Computer assisted qualitative data analysis software. NVivo9 is a popular 
CAQDAS used for qualitative research.  
CEQ Course Experience Questionnaire. In development in 2012 for possible future 
use in Performance Funding.  
CGS Commonwealth Grants Scheme. The most significant of the many recurrent 
funding levers of the commonwealth particularly in relation to the teaching 
and learning components of HE (as distinct from the research and innovation 
funding levers, such as the ERA and ARC). 
CLA Collegiate Learning Assessment. In development in 2012 for possible future 
use in Performance Funding. 
CLIPP Centre for Learning Innovation and Professional Practice (UB’s staff 
development function, 2011-present).  
CRC Competitive Research Centre. A key element of Category 4 research funding.  
CRN Collaborative Research Network.  
CSP Commonwealth Supported Place (previously HECS: Higher Education 
Contribution Scheme). The commonwealth’s provision of a funded place to 
the university with the student obligated to repay the student’s component 
after meeting threshold employment levels.  
CQU CQ University, formerly Central Queensland University.  
DEEWR Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations. The Higher 
Education branch of DEEWR moved into DIISRTE in early 2012.  
DIISR Department of Innovation, Industry, Science and Research. This department 
was disbanded after the removal of Sen. Kim Carr in late 2011 as Minister 
and was reinstated as DIISRTE, with the addition of “tertiary education” and 
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the exchange of places between “innovation” and “industry” in the first place 
of the department’s name.  
DIISRTE Department of Industry, Innovation, Science, Research and Tertiary 
Education. DIISRTE was established in 2012 after the demotion of Sen. Kim 
Carr as Minister of DIISR in late 2011. The Higher Education branch of 
DEEWR moved into DIISRTE in 2012.  
EFTSL Equivalent full-time student load.  
EIF Education Investment Fund. The Commonwealth’s capital infrastructure 
development fund which was announced in the 2008-09 budget and later 
opened for applications by universities.   
ERA Excellence in Research for Australia. The government’s research and 
research training agenda including performance measures and ratings. 
Rating scale (ARC, 2010): 5: well above world standard; 4: above world 
standard; 3: at world standard; 2: below world standard; 1: well below world 
standard. 
FoR Field of Research. Categorisation of fields of research used by Australia and 
New Zealand governments to classify research. In Australia, the FoR is a key 
process of the ERA agenda.  
GCETT Graduate Certificate in Education, Tertiary Teaching 
GFC Global Financial Crisis of 2007-08 
Go8 Group of Eight Universities. A sectoral organisation representing the eight 
most research-intensive universities in Australia. Members include: The 
University of Melbourne, University of Adelaide, University of New South 
Wales, University of Western Australia, Sydney University, University of 
Queensland, Monash University and Australian National University.   
HEPPP Higher Education Participation and Partnerships Program. A federal 
government funding package to assist universities to provide appropriate 
support to improve access, success and retention of low SES students.   
HERDC Higher Education Research Data Collection. The Commonwealth’s data base 
of research income and research publications provided by universities each 
year. Now maintained by DIISRTE.  
HESA Higher Education Support Act, 2003. The federal legislation which frames the 
commonwealth’s funding of teaching and learning in universities.  
HDR Higher Degree by Research.  
HE Higher Education.  
ICT Information and Communication Technology 
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IPP Institutional Performance Portfolio. The Commonwealth’s catalogue of 
university performance across a range of measures including student make-
up, teaching and learning, research, space utilisation, infrastructure programs 
and others.  
MOOCs Massive open online courses 
PG Postgraduate 
Research Income 
 Category 1:  Australian competitive grants under the ACGR. Notable 
examples: Australian Research Council (ARC) and National Health and 
Medical Research Council (NHMRC). 
 Category 2: other public sector income, e.g. state, Territory or local 
government grants and others.  
 Category 3: industry and other research income including both Australian and 
international grants. Notable examples: domestic fee-paying HDR funds and 
international, competitive peer-reviewed research grant income.   
 Category 4: CRC: Competitive Research Centre grant funding.  
RUN Regional Universities Network. Members include: University of Ballarat, 
University of New England, University of Sunshine Coast, Southern Cross 
University, Central Queensland University and the University of Southern 
Queensland.  
SES Socio-economic status 
SEPP Student evaluation of postgraduate program. A performance indicator 
measure of HDR student satisfaction.  
SHJT Shanghai Jiao Tong University rankings of universities around the world 
according to research output.  
SUT Swinburne University of Technology 
TEQSA Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency 
T & L Teaching and Learning 
TQI Teaching Quality Indicator. In development in 2012 for possible future use in 
Performance Funding. 
UB University of Ballarat 
UES University Experience Survey. In development in 2012 for possible future use 
in Performance Funding. 
UG Undergraduate 
UoM University of Melbourne 
VET Vocational Education and Training 
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APPENDIX 1  Interview schedule for phases 1, 2 and 3 of the research  
 
Phase 1 Interview Questions 
The following questions were provided to the participant prior to the interview and as shown 
below.  
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Note: as with all qualitative interviews, to some extent the sequence and flow of questions 
will be dependent on the nature and extent of the answers provided.  
 
Introduction: brief discussion regarding the interviewee’s position, length of service at UB, 
department etc.  
 
A. Organisational Learning 
Q1. Are you familiar with the term ‘organisational learning’? If so, what do you understand it 
to mean?  
 
Q2. What do you understand to be the key/important components of organisational learning? 
In other words, what are the parts that go into making ‘organisational learning’ in any 
organisation, not just UB?  
 
Q3. In what ways and to what extent do you observe organisational learning functioning at 
UB?  
 
B. Mission-based compacts.  
Q4. Are you familiar with the term ‘mission-based compacts’? If so, what do you understand 
the term to mean? 
 
Q5. What involvement have you had in the development of UB’s mission-based compact at 
either the Interim Agreement phase or the Full Compact phase? 
 
Q6. How do you think the compact may affect the university’s functioning, at any level and in 
any way? 
 
C. Compacts and organisational learning 
Q7. Do you think that the compacts provide an opportunity for the university to reconsider its 
mission, teaching and research strategies? If so, how? If not, why not? 
 
Q8. How do you think the compacts may influence the university in terms of organisational 
learning? If so, what and how? If not, why not? 
 
Q9. Do you think that organisational learning could be improved at UB with the 
implementation of mission-based compacts? If so, what and how? If not, why not? 
 
Q10. Do you have any other comments regarding mission-based compacts and/or 
organisational learning at UB? 
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Phase 2a interview questions – for returning participants 
 
Research question 
In what ways and to what extent did UB  engage in organisational learning in relation to the 
development and implementation of mission-based compacts?  
 
Note re today’s interview 
As with all qualitative interviews, to some extent the sequence and flow of questions will be 
dependent on the nature and extent of the answers provided.  
 
Introduction: brief discussion regarding the nature of the interviewee’s position, length of 
service to UB, response to the summary of findings for phase 1, etc.  
 
Interview questions 
Q1. What do you understand to be the key/important components of organisational learning? 
In other words, what are the parts that go into making ‘organisational learning’ in any 
organisation, not just UB?  
 
Q2. What involvement did you have in the development of UB’s mission-based compact at 
the Interim and/or Full Compact phases?  
 
Q3. What do you see as the opportunities for UB in relation to the development and 
implementation of its compact? 
 
Q4. What do you see as the barriers for UB in relation to the development and 
implementation of its compact?  
 
Q5. One of the key findings of phase 1 of this research related to the concept and practice of 
innovation. Do you see the compact as an opportunity for innovation? If so, in what ways? If 
not, why not? 
 
Q6. Another key finding of phase 1 related to the issues and opportunities presented by the 
uniqueness of UB. What comments would you have about the uniqueness of UB in relation 
to the compact?  
 
Q7. A further finding of phase 1 of the research was the acknowledgement by all the 
participants that UB’s compact was developed by the executive management of the 
university. What comments would you have about the centralisation of development of the 
compact at this level, which some participants perceived as a missed opportunity for 
consultation about the development of UB’s compact?  
 
Q8. Are you aware of any published data that is not widely known or distributed that could be 
relevant and helpful to this research?  
 
Q9. Do you have any other comments regarding mission-based compacts and/or 
organisational learning at UB? 
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Phase 2b interview questions – for returning participants 
 
Research question 
In what ways and to what extent did UB  engage in organisational learning in relation to the 
development and implementation of its mission-based compact?  
 
Note re today’s interview 
As with all qualitative interviews, to some extent the sequence and flow of questions will be 
dependent on the nature and extent of the answers provided.  
 
Interview questions 
Q1. What comments would you have regarding the summary of findings for phase 1 of the 
research? 
 
Q2. One of the key findings of phase 1 of this research related to the concept and practice of 
innovation. Do you see the compact as an opportunity for innovation? If so, in what ways? If 
not, why not? 
 
Q3. Another key finding of phase 1 related to the issues and opportunities presented by the 
uniqueness of UB. What comments would you have about the uniqueness of UB in relation 
to the compact?  
 
Q4. A further finding of phase 1 of the research was the acknowledgement by all the 
participants that UB’s compact was developed by the executive management of the 
university. What comments would you have about the centralisation of development of the 
compact at this level? For example, to what extent do you think the lack of consultation 
created a form of ‘control’ by the executive over the organisation in relation to the compact? 
Was this form of control a mirror of the government’s control over the university in relation to 
the compact?  
 
Q5. Given the centralisation of the development of the compact, how would you see the 
innovation and uniqueness opportunities presented by the compact cascading through the 
organisation?  
 
Q6. Are there any other opportunities and/or constraints on UB in relation to the 
development and implementation of its compact that you feel you have not already 
discussed in either phase 1 of the research or in this interview? 
 
Q 7. Are you aware of any published data, internal or external to UB, that is not widely 
known or distributed that could be relevant and helpful to this research?  
 
Q8. Do you have any other comments regarding mission-based compacts and/or 
organisational learning at UB? 
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Phase 3 invitational questions– for all participants 
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APPENDIX 2  Condensed selected results of the five universities’ compacts, 2011-13 
Notes to Table 20  
a. The table begins with the context of each university and provides background information such as location, student enrolments, staff 
complement and research capacity. The universities included this information in a variety of ways in their respective compact. Some 
information, such as specifics of student and staff numbers, has been provided from alternative sources such as the relevant 
university’s “Quick Stats” for the relevant year. The purpose of the additional information was to provide a comprehensive overview of 
the relevant university’s activities and to enable a comparison between them. Referencing for alternative sources is located in the 
Expanded Summary available from the author.  
b. To complement each university’s context, and to enable an immediate comparison between universities, the research context has been 
provided in the early part of the table rather than in Part Three of the compact detail. Part Three of the compact included the university’s 
research goals. It was thought that this slight rearrangement would facilitate the reader’s comprehension of the table.     
c. The Commonwealth’s ‘participation’ and ‘inclusion’ objectives, provided in the Expanded Summary, are taken as givens in the table. For 
the reader’s information, the ‘participation objective’ was that by 2025, 40% of 25-34 year olds will have a bachelor degree or above 
(DIISRTE, 2012b p.20) The social inclusion objective was that by 2020, 20% of HE enrolments at UG level will be from low SES 
backgrounds and increasing enrolments by other under-represented groups (DIISRTE, 2012b p.15).  
d. The year quoted for all university data, unless otherwise noted, is 2009 with some data an aggregation of previous years, as noted in 
the relevant compact.  
e. All relevant universities’ compacts were ‘made’ (that is the term used in the document, p.3 of each compact) on 16 November, 2011 and 
published on the DIISRTE website on 15 May, 2012. However the signing date often predates that by quite significant periods. UB’s 
was signed January, 2010; UoM’s December, 2009; SUT’s April, 2011; CQUs December, 2009 and ANU’s in April, 2011. The average 
length of time between signing and publication of these five compacts was 15.2 months.    
f. Information in the Innovation section 7.3.5 for patents, licences, consultancies and spin-out (sic) companies only required baseline 
information for the 2011-13 compact. Indicator and target information for these activities have therefore not been included in the 
Performance Indicators in the table below. The Expanded Summary, available from the author, includes the information.  
g. Due to space and comprehensibility considerations, specific references for each compact, such as page number and external 
references, are included in the Expanded Summary of the five universities’ compacts available from the author.  
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Table 20.   Condensed selected results of the five universities’ compacts, 2011-13     
Criteria University of Ballarat 
(DIISRTE, 2012b) 
University of Melbourne 
(DIISRTE, 2012c) 
Swinburne University of 
Technology  
(DIISRTE, 2012d) 
 
CQ University 
(DIISRTE, 2012e) 
The Australian National 
University  
(DIISRTE, 2012f).  
University 
context 
 
Nature 
and 
location 
 
Multi-sector: HE, TAFE 
and secondary (UB 
Tec).  
Six campuses in 
western Victoria, HQ in 
Ballarat.  
Multiple education 
partners around 
Australia and Asia which 
provide 90% of 
education to 
international students. 
HE only; predominantly 
located in Parkville 
precinct. A ‘medallion’ 
university. Received 
highest number nationally 
of ARC grants and 
second highest nationally 
with NHMRC grants in 
2011.  
Significant shift in its CSP 
student profile from UG to 
PG with the “Melbourne 
Model” introduced in 
2008. Notes that ‘publicly 
spirited’ but not publicly 
funded organisation; 
quotes 18% of revenue 
from gov’t sources.  
Dual-sector university with 
focus on Engineering and 
IT. Highest articulation from 
TAFE to HE of Australian 
dual-sectors.  
 
Six campuses total: five in 
eastern and south-eastern 
suburbs of Melbourne and 
one in Sarawak, Malaysia.  
 
 
HE only; 11 campus regional 
and metropolitan university, HQ 
in Rockhampton, Qld. Four 
Australian International 
Campuses (AIC) for 
international students (Brisbane, 
Gold Coast, Sydney and 
Melbourne). Partnership with 
Melior Business School in 
Singapore for UG and PG.  
Has the largest proportion of 
under-represented students 
among all Australian 
universities.  
Quite extensive involvement 
with the natural resources 
sector. Aspires to be the first Qld 
dual-sector university.  
Single university campus in 
Canberra, ACT. Research and 
postgraduate- intensive. A 
‘medallion’ university’. 
Student 
profile 
(all baseline 
dates: 
2009).  
 
 
Staff  
(FTE, 
includes 
academic, 
general and 
TAFE where 
relevant). 
 
25,176 students. 
Approx. 12,600 in HE 
(51%) and approx. 
12,400 (49%) in TAFE. 
International students: 
approx. 8,056 (32%).  
 
 
1,023  
36,600 students with 
11,000 international 
(30%).  
 
 
 
 
 
7,316 
32,400 students. 16,800 in 
HE (52%), 15,600 in VET 
(48%). International 
students: 7,500 (23%). 
 
 
 
 
2,235 
19,803; international students: 
7,977 (40%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1,021 
17,739 students; international 
students: 4,271 (24%). 42% 
student enrolments at PG level.  
 
 
 
 
 
3,639 
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Context of  
research, 
research 
training 
and 
innovation  
Number of disciplines at 
world standard or 
above:  
- two-digit FoR: 1 
- four-digit FoR: 1 
Category 1 income: 
$700K 
 
HDR student load: 130 
HDR completions: 29 
Category 3 income: 
$2.2M 
Collaborations: 16 
Patents etc.: 0 
Consultancies: 65; 
value: $2.2M 
Spin-out companies: 0 
Number of disciplines at 
world-standard or above:  
- two-digit FoR: 24  
- four-digit FoR: 102  
Category 1 income: 
$166.2M 
 
 
HDR student load: 3,214 
HDR completions: 775 
Category 3 income: 
$78.9M 
Collaborations: 1,819 
Patents etc.: 157+ 
Consultancies: 638; 
value: $49.9M 
Spin-out companies, 
value: $1.5M 
Number of disciplines at 
world-standard or above:  
- two-digit FoR:  5 
- four-digit FoR:  8 
Category 1 income: $7.68M 
 
 
 
HDR student load: 570 
HDR completions: 86 
Category 3 income: $2.69M 
Collaborations: 186 
Patents etc.: filed: 6; held: 4 
Consultancies: 60; value: 
$5.8M 
Spin-out companies, value: 
$1.23M 
Number of disciplines at world-
standard or above:  
- two-digit FoR:  2 
- four-digit FoR:  1 
Category 1 income: $1.02M 
 
 
 
HDR student load: 183 
HDR completions: 39 
Category 3 income: $1.37M 
Collaborations: 286 
Patents etc.: filed: 10; held: 6 
Consultancies: 26; value: 
$1.34M 
Spin-out companies: 2; value: 
$238K 
Number of disciplines at world-
standard or above: 
-  two-digit FOR: 21 
- four-digit FOR: 64.  
Category 1 income: $76.5M  
 
 
 
HDR load: 1,795.50 
HDR completions: total: 321 
Category 3 income: $23.7M 
Collaborations:128.  
Patents, licences, rights: filed: 
26, issued: 3, held: 67. 
Consultancies: 221, value: 
$39.6M 
Investment in spin-out 
companies: $5.8M, value: $7M 
Part One 
 
University 
mission 
and 
strategy 
 
Emphasis on UB 
Charter with goals as 
inspiring students to 
succeed, serving its 
region and communities, 
achieving growth 
through partnerships 
and being international 
in outlook and impact.  
 
Discussion regarding 
regional engagement 
and dual-sector 
opportunities.   
Domestic student 
enrolment characterised 
by ‘thin’ markets, low 
participation and 
attainment, high 
deferment, above-
‘Growing Esteem’ 
agenda: world-class in 
staff, students, research, 
scholarship, academic 
standards and graduates. 
 
‘Melbourne Model’ in 
2008 created six “New 
Generation” UG degrees 
with many professional 
degrees moving to PG; 
abolition of double-
degrees. 
 
Growing Esteem has a 
‘limits to growth’ strategy 
which, over time, may 
lead to marginal reduction 
in student load. Predicts 
shift from UG to PG in 
To provide learning, 
teaching and research that 
will ‘play a major role in the 
transformation of society’ 
(p.13)  
 
‘Guaranteed Entry 
Scheme’: SUT TAFE 
students have guaranteed 
placement in its HE 
courses. ‘Swinburne Direct’ 
partnership with ‘Seek’ to 
provide online programs to 
working Australians.  
 
‘Professional Learning 
Model’ for UG and 
‘Vocational Learning Model’ 
for VET which involve 
industry-engaged learning.  
Aspires to be ‘Australia’s most 
engaged, supportive and 
response university’ (p.7) and 
‘becoming one of Australia’s 
great universities’ (p.8). A 
particular focus on students from 
under-represented backgrounds 
who live and work in central 
Queensland.  
 
Focus on community health 
research, intercultural and 
international education and 
research; extensive research 
services to the natural resources 
sector.  
 
Transitioned from lengthy period 
of restructure and contraction to 
a period of renewal, growth and 
‘The ANU’s mission is to deliver 
internationally benchmarked, 
high quality, research and 
education for the benefit of 
Australia and its role in the 
world’ (p.25).  
 
Focus on research and research 
training, with research ‘driving’ 
teaching. ‘Discovery’ a core 
element of mission.  
‘The ANU is a leading Australian 
university, different from others’ 
(p.25).  
 
ANU a ‘strategic endowment for 
the nation’ (p.7) 
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average low SES (20%), 
75% domestic students 
from regional and 
remote backgrounds, 
90% CSP. 
 
Organisational 
restructure “UB 
Blueprint” 2010-11 with 
12 Schools restructured 
into 7 for “whole of 
university” approach to 
teaching (major attempt 
to articulate VET and 
HE). 
Range of initiatives to 
enhance regional and 
dual-sector collaboration 
including project with 
Swinburne.    
CRN with Monash, 
Melbourne and Deakin 
universities.  
Focus on four major 
research areas.  
CSP load with difficulty 
meeting C’wlth equity 
objective of low SES at 
UG level. Request shift to 
PG for indicator of low 
SES inclusion.   
 
Notes that the C’wlth 
needs to contribute more 
for domestic students in 
relation to buildings.  
 
Other elements of mission 
including top quality 
research.   
 
A section on ‘university 
culture’ which clarifies the 
goal of excellence in staff 
resources.  
 
engagement; created a 2009  
‘Renewal Plan’ with 2, 5 and 10 
year actions 
 
Aspirations around ‘power or 
place’ and ‘engagement’. ‘Power 
of place’ four themes: becoming 
Queensland’s first dual-sector 
university, creating a stepped 
change in the university’s 
research profile, delivering the 
new programs its communities 
need and internationalisation of 
the university. Several mentions 
of creating ‘university cities’ 
around central Q’lnd in addition 
to Rockhampton.  
 
Notes aims to both decrease 
reliance on international student 
income and to increase 
international student enrolments. 
 Four research development 
foci:  community health, social 
viability, intercultural and 
international research and 
resources industries.  
 
 
Part Two 
 
Teaching 
and 
Learning 
University goals and 
measures 
    
3.1 Quality 
 
2010 restructure of 
Academic Board; 
creation of  a Learning 
and Quality portfolio; 
‘Melbourne Model’ 
changes involving 
feedback and adjustment. 
Quality processes include:  
‘Transformational learning’ 
aspiration, notable 
mentions: quality 
assurance measurements 
Measures implemented after the 
self-audit in preparation for the 
2010 AUQA audit. University 
recognises higher than sector 
Student Evaluation of Learning 
and Teaching Surveys and other 
student experience 
questionnaires, including 
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emphasis on excellent 
teaching (5 Stars in 
‘2010 Good Universities 
Guide’); creation of 
teaching support unit in 
CLIPP and development 
of the CCETT; student 
transition and support 
for under-prepared 
students.  
- Course Standing 
Committee 
- Program scorecards  
- Subject Evaluation 
Survey 
- the ‘Go8 Quality 
Verification System’  
- a goal to achieve 
enrolments of at least 100 
academic staff per year in 
the GCETT and 50 
academic staff per year in 
the ‘Melbourne Teaching 
Certificate’  and others.  
activities around the 
‘Professional Learning 
Model’ and ‘Swinburne in 
2015’; experiential 
approaches to learning 
which emphasise active 
engagement with industry; 
plan to integrate 
Professional Learning 
Model into PG; 
PriceWatersCoopers 
review creating new focus 
on transition support 
secondary and VET to HE; 
academic and language 
support for international 
and domestic students. 
average attrition rates for 
domestic and international 
students over last four years.  
Notable mentions: development 
of a framework for learning and 
teaching; CQUniversity graduate 
attributes; curriculum renewal; 
student evaluation of programs 
with CEQ, Student Readiness 
Programs and ‘early warning’ 
systems. 
benchmarking.  
Student engagement: a range of 
initiatives.  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
3.2 Equity 
 
Transition support and 
engagement for rural, 
regional and low SES 
students.  
Regional and remote 
students key under-
represented group. 
Low SES: proposes that 
low SES baseline 
participation be measured 
by PG coursework 
programs than the govt’s 
goal of UG participation. 
Target of an average 
annual increase of 10% of 
low SES in each New 
Generation UG degree 
courses by 2015. 
Range of ATSIA 
initiatives. 
Social Inclusion Action 
Plan, Indigenous Special 
Admissions Scheme and 
Personal Best intervention 
strategies. Notes that well 
placed to further social 
inclusion by being a dual-
sector that successfully 
articulates students from 
VET to HE. Identified low 
SES and regional and 
remote students as targets 
for increasing social 
inclusion; a wide range of 
programs to support these. 
CQU already has the highest 
rate of participation for under-
represented groups in Australian 
universities; plans for further 
improvement including initiatives 
to address higher than average 
attrition rates and Indigenous 
programs. Other initiatives: 
Student Equity and Social 
Inclusion Management Plan, 
Widening Participation Strategy 
and Plan, Monitoring Academic 
Progress Plan, Start Uni now 
scheme; customised programs 
for adult learners in full-time 
work.  
 
Acknowledges needs to lift 
under-represented groups 
including low SES, regional and 
remote and Indigenous. Three 
initiatives: collaborations with 
diverse Australian universities, a 
Regional Partnerships Program 
and local initiatives.  
notes high outcomes for under-
represented groups at ANU; 
Reconciliation Action Plan, 
2009. 
3.3 
Infrastruct
-ure 
 
10 year rolling Capital 
Development Plan; 
ICT-based learning 
environments. 
10 year rolling Capital 
Development Plan 
including student 
information systems 
Notes that student growth 
targets and space 
utilisation have been made 
in consideration of its 
A range of building and ICT 
infrastructure development in 
line with the CQUniversity 
Strategic Plan 2011-14, 
A significant and comprehensive 
range of building infrastructure 
activities detailed including the 
‘ANU Campus Master Plan to 
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(ISIS) and LMS, student 
accommodation and HDR 
facilities.  
experiential approach to 
delivery and planned 
expansion of research 
activity.  
Notes a range of building 
projects.  
Does not address ICT 
infrastructure 
Renewal Plan and the rolling 
five-year strategic asset 
management plan 
2030’. IT not specifically 
mentioned.  
 
3.4  
Student 
enrolment
-s 
 
Over 2005-09 increased 
CSP enrolments in 
specific areas, e.g. new 
Biomedical Sciences 
and applied degrees in 
business management. 
Student enrolment 
strategies: further 
support for transition, 
expansion through 
partnerships with TAFE 
institutes and 
partnerships with private 
HE providers.  
Sought and received 
C’wlth approval to switch 
its CSP funding from UG 
to PG in line with the 
Melbourne Model’s 
transition to PG 
professional degree 
programs. Predicts slight 
decrease in overall 
enrolments over time.  
Increases in UG CSP 
enrolments; reiterates VET 
to HE articulation; 
Swinburne Direct online 
delivery partnership; recent 
decline in international 
students; notes optimism 
about meeting long term 
international student 
targets.  
 
Resources boom in central Qld 
creates challenges to attraction 
of HE as potential students may 
seek lucrative natural resources 
work. Student attraction and 
retention initiatives include: 
developing closer ties with 
Central Queensland Institute of 
TAFE as another entry point to 
HE study; development of 
health, engineering and law 
programs; scholarships for 
academic achievers and a range 
of monitoring and staff 
professional development 
opportunities  
ANU aiming to increase PG 
coursework and HDR students. 
Suggests APAs for PhD 
students increased to maximum 
of 4 years.   
 
3.5 Other 
priorities 
 
Dual-sector 
complications with 
reporting and adherence 
to state and federal 
gov’ts 
Partner-provider model.  
NA NA Becoming a dual-sector 
university; opening AIC 
campuses to domestic students 
and an Academy of Integrated 
Health Sciences. 
Acknowledged difficulty in 
meeting gov’ts equity targets.  
‘National Alliances’ strategy to 
help build enrolments of under-
represented groups with 6 
universities in SA, Qld, ACT and 
NSW to provide pathways for 
under-represented groups.  
 
4. 
Performan
-ce 
Funding 
Baseline: 
Indicator 1A, low SES: 
above C’wlth target 
(20.43%).   
 
 
Indicator 1A, low SES: 
from  8.47% to 10.32%, 
2012-2015.  
 
 
Indicator 1A, low SES: 
10.99% to 12.84%, 2012-
2015.  
 
 
Indicator 1A, low SES: above 
C’wlth target (28.43%).  
 
 
 
Indicator 1A: low SES. from 
4.96% to 6.81% over 2012-15. 
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2009; 
targets over 
2011-2013 
unless 
o/wise 
stated. 
 
Indicator 1B: regional 
and remote students:  
above C’wlth target 
(75.30%).   
Indicator 1B: domestic PG 
coursework students from 
low SES; from 6.24% to 
6.89%.  
 
Indicator 1B: regional 
students: from 8.80% to 
9.28% 
Indicator 1B: Indigenous: from 
2.13% to 2.30%.  
Indicator 1B: UG from regional 
and remote areas. From 13.84% 
to 14.33% over 2012-13. 
Part Three 
 
Research, 
research 
training 
and 
Innovation 
University goals and 
measures 
  
 
  
7.1 
Research 
performan
-ce and 
capability 
 
2011-15 ‘Research 
Facilitation Plan’ in 
development with strong 
emphasis on regional 
engagement.   
Four research foci with 
academics and HDR 
students aligned with 
the Designated 
Research Centres; goal 
of having at least three 
Designated Research 
Centres operating at 
world-standard or above 
in 2012.  
Research Performance 
Index (RPI) in 
development; review of 
research administration 
and training.  
Among the extensive 
array of research 
activities, a few notable 
mentions: 
- partner in five CRNs, 
over 95 centres and 
institutes for research and 
research training, 
including eleven of the 
total 42 CRCs, 12 ARC 
Centres and two NHMRC 
Centres 
- development of a 
university-wide Research 
Commission in 2011 to 
develop a 10-15 year 
research and research 
training vision which 
includes: a research 
vision to 2025, the 
research workforce, 
infrastructure, 
partnerships, 
internationalisation, 
precincts, research 
A range of initiatives to 
build research performance 
and capability. A few 
notable mentions:  
- seven “Tier 1” and five 
“Tier 2” research centres;  
- increase of Category 1 
income from $5.5M to 
$7.7M over 2006-09;  
- Concentrations of 
Research Focus 
recruitment strategy to 
improve research 
performance by academics 
outside the designated 
research centres;  
- acknowledgement of 
ERA-identified relative 
weakness in relation to 
Engineering and Social 
Research and plans to 
improve these.   
Aspiration to be in top 20 
Australian universities for 
research. Research oriented 
centres: Institute for Resource 
Industries and Sustainability; the 
Institute for Health and Social 
Science Research; the 
International Education 
Research Centre; and the 
Learning and Teaching 
Education Resource Centre.  
ANU committed to high quality, 
intensive research. Notes that 
51 disciplines at four-digit FoR 
are rated as performing above 
world standard. At two-digit 
level, 21 out of 21 fields are 
rated as performing at world 
standard or above.  
Notes a range of measures to 
ensure continuity of research 
quality and intensiveness, 
including: international 
benchmarking, international 
partnerships, support for 
research staff, the SRE and 
stakeholder engagement (p.25).  
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training, assessment of 
research performance 
and enablers and 
governance 
Research 
performan
-ce 
indicators 
and 
targets 
Baseline 
2009 with 
2013 target. 
Disciplines at two-digit 
FoR: from 1 to 2 
Disciplines at four-
digit FoR: from 1 to 2 
 
 
Number of Disciplines 
with substantial 
improvement: 
Baseline not provided.  
6 at two-digit FoR 
6 at four-digit FoR.  
 
Category 1 income 
From $700,604 to 
$721,833 
 
 
 
Number of joint research 
projects in Australia and 
overseas: from 5 to 7 
total.  
 
Number of jointly 
supervised PhDs: 
In Australia: from 20 to 
22 
Overseas: from 0 to 2.  
 
 
 
 
 
Disciplines at two-digit 
FoR: steady at 24 
Disciplines at four-digit 
FoR: from 102 to 100% of 
nominated disciplines 
 
Number of Disciplines 
with substantial 
improvement: at or above 
C’wlth targets (figure not 
provided).  
 
 
Category 1 income 
Maintain at 14% of total 
available Cat 1 income 
($166.2M in 2009).  
 
 
Number of joint research 
grants with Australian and 
overseas research 
organisations: maintain at 
current levels (2,945 total 
at baseline).  
 
Joint PhD enrolments with 
overseas institutions. 
Baseline: 19, targets: 
increasing to 20-22 
(compact notes previous 
constraints on joint 
Australian PhD 
enrolments and initiative 
Disciplines at two-digit 
FoR: from 2 to 7 
Disciplines at four-digit 
FoR: from 8 to 11 
 
 
Number of Disciplines with 
substantial improvement: 
Baseline not provided.  
Target: 5.  
 
 
 
Category 1 income 
From $7.68M to $8.89 
 
 
 
 
Number of joint research 
grants with Australian and 
overseas research 
organisations: from 186 to 
214 total.  
 
Jointly supervised PhD 
students: from 31 to 37 
total.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disciplines at two-digit FoR: 
from 2 to 3 
Disciplines at four-digit FoR: 
from 1 to 3 
 
 
Number of Disciplines with 
substantial improvement: 
Baseline: n/a. Targets: 2 digit: 7; 
4 digit: 9.  
 
 
 
Category 1 income 
From $1.02M to $1.65M 
 
  
 
 
Number of joint research grants 
and jointly supervised PhD 
students with other universities 
in Australia and overseas (joint 
grants and PhD student figures 
combined in compact). From 35 
to 60 total. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disciplines at two-digit FoR: 
steady at 21.  
Disciplines at four-digit FoR:  64 
to: 65.  
 
 
Number of disciplines with 
substantial improvement: 1.  
 
 
 
 
 
Category 1 income.  
From $76.5M to $87M.  
 
 
 
 
Number of joint research grants:  
Australia: from 442 to 525 
Overseas: from 273to 325  
 
 
 
Number of jointly supervised 
PhD students with other 
universities.   
Australia: from 977 to 997 over.  
Overseas: stable at 184.  
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Additional performance 
indicators proposed by 
the university.  
Four additional 
performance indicators 
proposed in community 
and regional 
engagement with 
research, all to be 
developed in 2011; 3% - 
5% increases by 2012 
and 2013 respectively.  
No baseline figures 
provided.  
for Go8 joint PhD 
enrolments).   
   
Additional proposed by 
university.  
Improving research 
productivity – HERDC 
publications per research 
EFT. Baseline: 2010 
expressed in terms of 
increasing research 
activity and excellence. 
Targets: annual increases 
2011-13.  
 
 
 
Additional performance 
indicators proposed by the 
university.  
Increase citations in SCI-E 
(Science Citation Index – 
Expanded) from 359 to 415 
and SSCI (Social Science 
Citation Index) from 107 to 
124.  
   
 
 
Additional performance 
indicators proposed by the 
university.  
Four measures, baselines and 
targets provided:  
- research income per research 
active FTE; 
- number of weighted 
publications per research active 
FTE 
- joint publications with 
Australian institutions 
- joint publications with  
overseas institutions 
 
Additional proposed by the 
university.  
Seven additional performance 
indicators listed, including: 
Categories 1, 2 & 3 grants, 
research income per FTE 
academic (Level B and above), 
share of joint publications (all 
publications), share of joint 
publications (HERDC only) and 
percentage of journal articles 
published in top quartile journals 
7.2 
Research 
training 
 
A range of research 
training initiatives 
including ‘Early Career 
Researcher’ program, 
an ‘Emerging Research 
Leaders’ program, a 
‘Special Cohort’ 
Program for UB staff to 
take on HDR and 
consideration of 
development of a 
Graduate Certificate in 
Research.  
Research training 
partnerships with 
Victoria University; 
University of Sunshine 
Coast with the CRN 
around research 
leadership development; 
and opportunities for 
joint supervision with 
UoM undertakes to 
continue to be the number 
one ranked university 
nationally for HDR 
completions through to 
2015.  
 
A wide range of activities 
to achieve this: the 
Research Training 
Strategic Statement in 
2010, the Research 
Commission commenced 
in 2011, participation in 
the C’wlth’s research 
workforce strategy, a 
Research Training 
Advisory Committee, HDR 
profile planning and a 
change of focus from the 
input measure of HDR 
load to output measures 
HDR enrolments and 
completions up over the 
2009-10, a concentration 
(60%) in Engineering and 
Natural & Physical 
Sciences; goal to increase 
domestic and international 
HDR load across all 
disciplines.  
 
A range of initiatives 
including research 
scholarships, tuition fee 
waivers, student research 
training program, formative 
trial with ATN universities 
and others.  
A range of measures to increase 
HDR intake, progression and 
completion rates. Notable 
mentions: implementation in 
2009 of the external 
benchmarking review of doctoral 
programs; a new School of 
Graduate Research with a new 
Dean supporting the PVC 
Research; restructure of 
research and research training 
administration; the CRN 
collaboration proposal with UQ, 
Curtin and QUT with 
opportunities for HDR training,  
improved supervisor skills etc. 
A range of measures to build on 
the strong and extensive 
research training program at 
ANU. Measures include: 
coursework w/in the first year of 
PhD studies, recommendation 
that funding for APAs increase 
to a total of 4 years, Master 
Classes for HDR students, 
thesis assessment beyond 
required examination, 
scholarships, industry 
experience and a range of 
initiatives to increase completion 
rates including each College 
having its own HDR recruitment 
strategy. Notes difficulty in 
increasing domestic HDRs and 
a move to increase international 
HDRs.  
 
Notes a range of indicators to 
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Melbourne, Monash and 
Deakin universities 
through the CRN (noted 
in Innovation, section7.3 
of the table).  
of HDR completions and 
productivity (completion 
rates) 
 
identify ways to improve the 
quality of HDR student 
experience. Notes national and 
international collaboration with 
universities for joint PhDs.  
 
Research 
training 
indicators 
and 
targets.  
Baseline 
2009 with 
2013 target. 
HDR student load: from 
130 to 137.  
HDR completions. From 
29 to 32.  
 
 
Additional proposed by 
university.  
HDR attrition rate: from 
9.8% to 7%. 
International HDR 
EFTSL: from 18.43 to 
20.  
Student Evaluation of 
Postgraduate Program 
(SEPP): from 3.76 to 
4.0.  
HDR student load: steady 
at 3,214.  
HDR completions: from 
775 to increase by 2% 
annually.  
 
 
Additional by university 
Improvement in individual 
faculty 5-year PhD timely 
completion rates to 80% 
by 2015. Baseline: 2009: 
no figure provided, 
targets: 2.5% per year 
HDR student load: from 
570 to 650.  
HDR completions: from 86, 
to 101.  
 
Additional performance 
indicators: NA. 
 
HDR student load: from 182 to 
190 (suspected error for 2013? 
2012 is 220).  
HDR completions: from 39 to 40.  
 
Additional performance 
indicators. Six measures:  
HDR student attrition; externally 
sponsored HDRs; HDR 
publications; number of FTE 
research-active staff 
participating in HDR supervision; 
number of international PhD and 
Masters students. A range of 
targets provided with baselines 
for 5 of the 6 indicators. 
HDR student load: from 1,795.5 
to 2,300.  
 
HDR completions: from 330 to 
330.  
 
Additional proposed by the 
University.  
Quality of HDR theses: to 
increase quality over 2011-13 
7.3 
Innovation 
 
An extensive array of 
regional and commercial 
arrangements given 
UB’s relatively small 
scale as a university. 
Key points: 
UB Technology Park 
(UBTP); three 
commercial innovation 
centres; the CRN with 
Melbourne, Monash and 
Deakin universities; a 
proposed CRC for 
Regional Innovation with 
Southern Cross 
Three key focuses: strong 
partnerships with industry 
and other sectors, strong 
engagement with 
government research and 
innovation programs and 
an integrated approach to 
commercialisation of 
research outcomes. 
Notable mentions: 
collaboration with IBM 
and co-location of its 
global Research and 
Development laboratory 
at UoM, UoM Commercial 
Increases to Category 1 
and Category 3 research 
evidence of increasing 
contribution to national 
innovation. 
 A range of initiatives: 
Swinburne 2015 calls for an 
increase in Category 3 
income per FTE academic; 
Industry Engagement 
Strategy; a raft on 
partnerships and a 
Government Engagement 
Strategy 
A range of initiatives and 
programs reflecting CQU’s 
aspirational goals regarding 
innovation and its place in the 
university sector. Areas of 
strategic importance, as above: 
community health and social 
viability, natural resource 
management, resources 
industries and education. 
Notable mentions: Institute of 
Health and Social Science 
Research collaborations with 
governments federal and state, 
the CRN proposal; the 
A broad and comprehensive set 
of strategies regarding 
commercialisation, collaboration 
with industry and knowledge 
transfer. A few points: 2010 
strategic plan for innovation and 
commercialisation, extensive 
partnerships and collaborations, 
Australian National Institute for 
Public Policy and a 
Commercialisation Training 
Scheme and many others.  
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University; a 
‘Partnerships and 
Engagement’ office.  
and Melbourne Ventures, 
partnerships with 
Morphosys and Fibrotech 
Therapeutics and the 
university’s pre-seed fund 
‘Uniseed’ 
recruitment of five to ten 
‘Engaged Research Chairs’ who 
would have a focus on growing 
research capacity in key 
strategic areas 
Innovation 
indicators 
and 
targets.  
Baseline 
2009 with 
2013 target.  
 
(Note 
targets not 
required for 
section 
7.3.5:  
licences, 
patents, 
consultancie
-s, spin-out 
companies 
etc.).  
Category 3 research 
income: from $2.27M to 
$2.35M.   
Collaborations. In 
Australia: from 16 to 18. 
Overseas: from 0 to 2.  
 
 
 
Additional by university 
Category 4 research 
income (CRC). From $0 
to $100,000.  
Category 3 research 
income: steady at 
$78.9M or 11% of total 
available.   
Collaborations. Maintain 
at current levels: 
Australia: 1661; overseas: 
158. 
 
Additional by university 
Alliances with leading 
international universities 
and external 
organisations/industry 
partners. From 1 to 13. 
Category 3 research 
income: from $2.69M to 
$3.35M.   
Collaborations. In Australia: 
from 164 to 189. Overseas: 
from 22 to 25.  
 
 
 
Additional by university 
Category 2 research 
income: from $1.781M, 
$2.213M. 
Number of industry-
partnered PhD candidates: 
from 11 to 13. 
Category 3 research income: 
from $1.37M to $1.19M.  
(Note: suspected error for 2013 
target; see ‘Large Summary’ for 
notes).   
Collaborations. In Australia: from 
238 to 425. Overseas: from 48 
to 75.  
 
Additional by university 
Category 2. Number: from 48 to 
45 (an overall decrease?).  
Category 3.Number: from 62 to 
70.  
Category 4. Number: from 17 to 
30. ($ amounts not provided) 
 
Category 3 research income. 
From $23.7M to $25.9M.  
 
Collaborations.  Australia: from 
87 to 96. Overseas: from 41 to 
50.  
 
Additional proposed by 
University  
Five: number of invention 
disclosures registered, number 
of ARC linkage grants applied 
for and granted, number of 
projects funded by ANU 
Connect Ventures, number of 
technology and knowledge 
transfer events held and number 
of participants in business 
planning competition.  
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collection 
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4) Special Conditions: 
 
If this project was approved subject to conditions, were these met? 
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Yes 
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321 
 
 
6) Storage of Data: 
 
Please indicate where the data collected during the course of this project is stored: 
 
Locked filing cabinet in Post-graduate work room in The Business School (room B 906) and in 
password-access e-files on the student researcher’s UB computer.  
 
 
 
7) Research Participants: 
 
Were there any events that had an adverse effect on the research participants? 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 Yes    * NB: Please provide details:   
 
 
 
8) Summary of Results: 
 
8.1.  Please provide a summary of the results of the project: 
 
Two new conceptual models were developed. Model 1, titled Institutional organisational learning, 
clarified the nature and operation of organisational learning at the institutional level. Model 2, 
Organisational learning in the university sector in Australia, clarified the nature of the interaction 
between the individual institution and the wider environment, particularly the relationship to 
government policy and funding.  
  
8.2.  Were the aims of the project (as stated in the application for approval) achieved?      
        Please provide details. 
Yes. The aim of the research, as stated on the application for approval, was the development of a 
conceptual framework which explains the relationship between the key concepts of organisational 
learning and mission-based university compacts. As noted in answer 8.1 above, this was achieved 
with the development of an institutional model and a sector model.  
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 appropriate suggestions which might lead to improvements in ethical clearance and 
monitoring of research. 
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approval via the expedited process seemed appropriate given the low-risk nature of the research.  
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